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PROPOSED AMENDMENT FOREST LEGACY NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

MASSACHUSETTS 

 

 

I.  Objectives of the Proposed Amendment 

 

This proposal seeks to add a new Forest Legacy Area (FLA) by amending the 

Forest Legacy Needs Assessment – Massachusetts
.
(Archey, 1993) to include the 

Berkshire Plateau, a predominantly forested region in west-central Massachusetts.  

Designation would advance the goals of the FLA by allowing significant protection to 

a threatened mountainous ecosystem containing public water supply watersheds that 

meet drinking water standards; rare, threatened and endangered species habitat (39 

state-listed species and 2 federally-listed species); a riverine system that supports both 

resident and anadromous fish populations; continued recreational opportunities 

(including the Appalachian Trail administered by the National Park Service); 

exceptional scenic values and the continuation of traditional forest uses.  The ultimate 

objective of the proposed area is to preserve and enhance the landscape-scale forests 

of the region through land protection activities and complementing strategies, and to 

prevent their conversion to non-forest uses. 

 

This amendment would also be in great harmony with past acquisition efforts of 

state government and private land protection efforts on the Berkshire Plateau.   

  

 It should be noted that revised guidelines for the Forest Legacy Program were 

adopted on June 30, 2003 after the initial program approval in 1993 and subsequent 

1996 revision (USDA Forest Service, 2003).  The authority to amend the Assessment 

of Need incorporated in those guidelines constitutes the basis for this amendment.  

 

 

II.  Background 

 

Massachusetts completed an Assessment of Need for the Forest Legacy Program 

in the spring of 1993, with subsequent approval by the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture, 

Mike Espy, on August 5, 1993.  The Assessment of Need established eligibility 

criteria for the selection of FLA’s within the Commonwealth (Archey, 1993); to be 

considered for designation as a FLA, lands must: 

 

A. Be threatened by present or future conversion to non-forest uses 

 

B. Contain one or more of the following important public values: 

1. Scenic resources 

2. Public recreation opportunities 

3. Riparian/hydrologic areas 

4. Fish and wildlife habitat 

5. Known threatened and endangered species 
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6. Known cultural/historic areas, and/or 

7. Other ecological values 

 

C. Provide opportunities for continuation of traditional forest uses 

 

D. Reflect important regional values   

 

These criteria will be the basis for the amended Assessment of Need and the 

inclusion of the Berkshire Plateau FLA.   

 

When drafting the initial Assessment of Need for Massachusetts, the committee 

decided to recommend that only a small subset be designated as FLA’s in Phase I and 

that additional areas be designated in the future (Archey, 2003; Archey and Scanlon, 

2001).  Of 16 proposed areas, only five were selected; however, all met the eligibility 

criteria.  As a relatively new program with “meager funding at the program outset” 

(Archey and Scanlon, 2001), the rationale for starting out with a smaller program was 

that focused attention in the initial areas would be more effective than a diffuse 

dispersion of limited program resources.  Geographic equity was also a consideration 

in the selection of the five original FLAs.  

 

Over time, the Forest Legacy Program has enjoyed increasing levels of success 

and now represents a critical tool for private landowners to prevent their forested 

lands from conversion to non-forest uses.  As of June, 30, 2003, fifteen Forest Legacy 

projects have been successfully completed in Massachusetts, with nearly 3,000 acres 

of forestland being protected in perpetuity (Northeastern Area Forest Legacy Program, 

2003).  With such an impressive record of success and increased Forest Legacy 

Program appropriations, Massachusetts is ready to extend the benefits of the program 

to additional areas across the state.  Since the initial AON, one additional FLA has 

been added and an existing FLA has been expanded. 

 

Three of the eligible FLA’s that were identified in the original Assessment of 

Need are located within the presently proposed Berkshire Plateau FLA: Westfield 

River (Pioneer Valley Planning Commission, sponsor), East Branch of the Westfield 

River (Massachusetts Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR), formerly 

Department of Environmental Management (DEM), sponsor) and Kinne Brook Valley 

(Hilltown Land Trust, sponsor) suggesting that sound proposals will continue to 

demand attention.  The proposed Berkshire Plateau FLA also shares part of its 

boundary with the already established Connecticut Valley (Western Valley) FLA.   

 

In addition to the attention this area received in the original Assessment of Need, 

the impetus for this amendment came from the Massachusetts Chapter of The Nature 

Conservancy (the Conservancy), a non-profit conservation organization whose 

mission is to preserve the plants, animals and natural communities that represent the 

diversity of life on Earth by protecting the land and water they need to survive. The 

Conservancy is committed to protecting, restoring and managing biologically 



DRAFT 

DRAFT 

 

5 

important lands.  The [Massachusetts Chapter has directly protected or] assisted in 

the protection of more than 15,000 acres in the Commonwealth during the last 35 

years. (Barbour et al).   

 

As will be further elaborated in the “Summary of the Analysis Used to Identify the 

FLA” section (pg. 9), The Nature Conservancy, in conjunction with neighboring 

states and many partners, engaged in a scientific planning process through which 

several “matrix forest” blocks were identified within the Berkshire Plateau.  Briefly, 

matrix forests are those forests that are sufficiently expansive to support dynamic 

ecological processes and to sustain habitat for obligate interior species.  Such forests 

are said to be “matrix-forming” because they provide the underlying architecture upon 

which a diversity of species and natural communities rely, and under whose umbrella 

these biological resources can further specialize and adapt to their local environments.   

 

Given the substantial acreage of existing state and federal land ownerships on the 

Berkshire Plateau, designation of a FLA may be viewed as highly conducive to future 

protection of habitat over extensive areas. 

 

 

III.  Eligibility Criteria  

 

A.  Federal criteria (USDA Forest Service, 2003) 

 

To be eligible for the Forest Legacy Program, the proposed area must 

meet the following national criterion: Be an environmentally important forest 

area that is threatened by conversion to non-forest uses. 

 

Individual states are responsible for determining their definition of 

“threatened” and the definition of “environmentally important forest areas.”  

States define “environmentally important forest areas” by refining the public 

values that make up an “environmentally important forest area.” 

 

 Environmentally important forest areas shall contain one or more of the 

following important public values: 

 

  scenic resources; 

  public recreation opportunities; 

  riparian areas; 

  fish and wildlife habitat; 

   known threatened and endangered species; 

  known cultural resources;  

  other ecological values, and/or 

  provide opportunities for continuation of traditional forest uses. 

 

B.  State Criteria (Archey, 1993)  



DRAFT 

DRAFT 

 

6 

 

As mentioned above, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts elaborated the 

eligibility criteria to also include that an area must:   

 

Reflect important regional values.   

 

State and federal requirements were otherwise identical.  An explanation 

of how each eligibility criteria may be used as an evaluation factor follows. 

 

 C.  Evaluation Factors  

 

 The nominator of a proposed FLA may describe the proposed FLA 

information utilizing these evaluation factors and provide a persuasive argument 

for the nominated area.  This list is provided as a guideline for nominations, and 

the essential items are repeated in checklist form in Appendix B. 

 

  1.  Threat by conversion to non-forest uses 

 

 There are various kinds and degrees of threat to valuable forested 

areas: encroaching housing development, improved town roads, sewer line 

and power line extensions into undeveloped areas, and fragmentation of 

land ownership into smaller, less manageable parcels.  In determining the 

threat to tracts, factors to consider include the following: 

 

a. Area is in danger of conversion to non-forest use within five years. 

b. Area may remain wooded, but will become further fragmented. 

c. Area is currently on the open market/listed by realtors. 

d. Loss of one tract would open the area to further development. 

e. Area is remote, but vulnerable; example: able to pass a percolation 

test, and frontage on town road. 

f. Area is not under Chapter 61 or other forest management program. 

g. Area may remain wooded but is in danger of being over-harvested.  

 

 2.  Contains one or more important values: 

 

a.  Scenic resources 

 

 The scenic aspects of a natural resource area may often be 

subjective, but there are several means of measuring the special qualities 

that make a given area stand out.  The criteria set out in DEM’s Scenic 

Landscape Inventory and the Massachusetts Scenic Roads Act provide a 

means of citing scenic qualities.  In identifying scenic amenities of a FLA, 

these factors must be considered: 
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 Area is listed in DEM’s 1985 Massachusetts Landscape Inventory as 

“Distinctive” or “Noteworthy” or meets the criteria for such 

designation. 

 Area includes locally important panoramic views and/or exceptional 

short views. 

 Area is situated along a designated scenic road. 

 

  b.  Public recreation opportunities 

 

 Recreational use (especially public access) of a proposed FLA is an 

important component to be weighed.  Documents such as the 

Massachusetts Statewide Comprehensive Recreation Plan (SCORP) will 

provide the proponent of a FLA needed information on the relative 

importance of the following factors: 

  

 Water-based recreation is present – boating, swimming, fishing, 

rafting, canoeing. 

 Trail-based and/or day use recreational opportunities exist – hiking, 

picnicking, horseback riding, ice skating, cross-country skiing. 

 Natural resource recreational activities are available – camping, 

hunting, nature touring, etc. 

 Adjacent land is protected (note acreage). 

   

  c.  Riparian areas 

 

 In an urbanizing state such as Massachusetts, one of the most 

important forest “products” is water.  Proper management of forestlands 

through establishment of a FLA can increase the quality and quantity of 

water for the residents of the Commonwealth.  Factors to be included in 

determining the value of riparian areas are: 

 

 Area is situated on a major river or stream recognized by the 

Massachusetts DEM Scenic Rivers Inventories or Massachusetts 

Department of Fish and Game (DFG), formerly the Department of 

Fisheries, Wildlife & Environmental Law Enforcement (DFWELE), 

Adopt-a-Stream programs, or meets the criteria for inclusion in such 

inventory. 

 Area has extensive (over 300’) river or wetland shoreline. 

 Area includes floodplain and natural valley storage components 

(according to USGS Atlas; FEMA flood hazard maps) 

 Area contains a minimum 80’ strip of native trees and shrubs as a 

      natural buffer and sediment filter, per USFS guidelines outlined in 

             Riparian Forest Buffers (Welsch, 1991). 

 Area contributes to public or private drinking water supply (surface 

water supplies, well fields (DEP Zone 2). 
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 Area contains important wetlands, especially isolated wetlands and/or 

vernal pools. 

 Areas highlighted under BASINS, an EPA water resources evaluation 

program.   

 

  d.  Fish and wildlife habitat 

 

 Preventing the fragmentation of forest tracts into smaller units is 

crucial to maintaining viable populations of particular wildlife species.  

Factors to be considered: 

 

 Area contains outstanding habitat, as evaluated per Massachusetts 

Division of Fisheries & Wildlife guidelines, and other ecologically 

recognized criteria for one or more species that include: 

 Forest interior nesting birds 

 Significant populations of resident species 

 Neo-tropical migrant species 

 Areas for resting and feeding of migratory species 

 Forest-inhabiting mammals, reptiles, amphibians and 

invertebrates. 

 Connective habitats, corridors, habitat linkages and areas that reduce 

biological isolation. 

 Known rare, threatened and endangered species. 

 

 As urbanization and fragmentation of forestlands continue, the 

need to give special attention to threatened species of fish, wildlife and 

plants increases.  Areas nominated for the Forest Legacy Program should 

be inventoried for such natural habitats that may contain imperiled species, 

considering the following: area contains plant or animal species on 

Massachusetts State list as Endangered, Threatened or of Special Concern 

(consult Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species 

Program, Massachusetts Division of Fisheries & Wildlife, or federally-

listed species). 

 

  e.  Known cultural resources 

 

 Obtain material evidence of the earlier human occupation in 

Massachusetts comprising a unique and irreplaceable resource, including 

historic features and vernacular landscapes.  Factors to consider: 

 

 Area contains recorded archeological site; e.g. burial, midden, fire pit, 

or artifacts of Contact, Woodland or Archaic periods. 

 Area includes historic features; e.g. charcoal kilns, church or village 

sites, cellar holes, battle sites, historic roads, paths or lookouts. 
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  f.  Productive soils 

 

 Of the 3.2 million acres of forests in Massachusetts, nearly 67% are 

classified as “prime”, based on the productive soils upon which they grow.  

This classification system is useful in determining the importance of 

individual tracts within a FLA: 

 

 Area contains soils of “Prime”, “State” or “Local significance” for 

agriculture. 

 Area contains soils of “Prime”, “State” or “Local significance” for 

forestry. 

 

  g.  Other ecological values 

 

 In addition to the characteristics already outlined, an area may 

exhibit additional or exceptional conditions that are important and add to 

the quality of the nominated FLA, such as: 

 

 Area supports a mix of ecological communities (biodiversity). 

 Area includes ecological communities that are dwindling in 

Massachusetts, such as vernal pools, mature riparian floodplain forest, 

and pine barrens. 

 Area contains old growth forest (natural area). 

 Area provides watershed/water supply protection.  

    

 3.  Provide opportunities for continuation of traditional forest uses 

 

 Maintaining traditional forest uses is important in a FLA in that it permits 

owners to remain on the land without requiring high-cost services (schools, street 

clearing and repair) by the town.  Some of the values generally associated with 

forest preservation include: water quality, climate moderation and air quality, 

biological diversity, landscape character, recreation, and forest products.  Factors 

which reinforce these values include: 

 

a. Area will remain available for sugarbush operation, cordwood or timber   

management under a Stewardship Plan. 

b. Area will continue to serve watershed and water filtration role. 

c. Area will continue to provide outdoor recreation opportunities. 

 

4. Reflect important regional values 

 

 Through careful selection, FLA’s should provide units that have regional, 

not just local significance.  The features and functions of these units should 

include: 
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a. Linkages for recreational values, such as trails, especially along river 

greenbelts, mountain ridges and parcels which connect existing publicly-

owned lands. 

b. Public access to boating and swimming relative to the needs of local 

population centers and the effects of projected land use change. 

c. Public or private drinking water supply protection (ground or suface 

water). 

d. Scenic qualities having their basis in the traditional New England natural 

and cultural landscape. 

 

 

IV.  Designation Requirements for Forest Legacy Areas 

 

 It should be noted that a FLA nomination is a written narrative utilizing 

elements as listed below.  Other pertinent items may be included, but the points 

listed below must be included. 

 

D. Location of each geographic area on a map and a written description of the  

  proposed Forest Legacy Boundary;   

 

E. Summary of the analysis used to identify the FLA and its consistency with the  

 Eligibility Criteria; 

 

F. Identification of important environmental values and how they will be  

 protected and conserved in each FLA; 

 

G. The conservation goals or objectives in each FLA; 

 

H. List of public benefits that will be derived from establishing each Forest  

  Legacy Area; 

 

I. Identification of the governmental entity or entities that may hold lands or  

interests in lands (State grant option) or may be assigned management 

responsibilities for the lands and interests in land enrolled in the program 

(Federal option); and 

 

J. Documentation of the public involvement process and analysis of issues  

 raised. 

 

 

V.  Proposed Forest Legacy Area  

 

A. Location of Proposed FLA Geographic Area and Written Boundary Description  

(Appendix A) 
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 Appendix A contains a series of maps showing the geographic location of 

the proposed FLA as well as some of the analysis used in its identification.  Figure 

1 depicts the high priority matrix forest blocks identified by The Nature 

Conservancy in Western Massachusetts.  As shown in Figure 2, the proposed FLA 

would include five of these matrix forest blocks, which represent extensive 

acreage of remote forest in high condition as determined by an assessment of 

intactness, forest community structure, composition, and ability to support 

ecological processes.  Figure 3 was included in the original Forest Legacy Needs 

Assessment—Massachusetts (Archey, 1993) and reflects the high percentage of 

forest cover in the towns of the Berkshire Plateau, as well as per capita acreage of 

forest cover.   

 

 Figure 4 is a map of the proposed FLA, comprising approximately 380,000 

acres (Sadighi, 2003), showing the proposed boundary as well as the protected 

open space and public access within it.  Figure 5 shows current land use cover, 

which is overwhelmingly forestland.  Figure 6 depicts the steep slopes within the 

Berkshire Plateau (shown where elevation contours are close together).  

Significant water resources are demonstrated in Figures 7 and 8, including streams 

(as well as wetlands), public water supplies, reservoirs, and other Outstanding 

Resource Waters, which are selected on the basis of socioeconomic, recreational, 

ecological, and/or aesthetic values. 

 

 Rare, threatened and endangered species habitat locations are not depicted 

in map form as the Massachusetts Natural Heritage & Endangered Species 

Program, compilers of such data, do not want locations publicly revealed because 

of potential habitat damage from specimen collectors or the simply curious.  

Biological resources are generally depicted in Figure 9, which shows the 

substantial amount of supporting landscape identified through the BioMap 

analysis conducted by the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program 

within the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife.   

 

 Finally, a text description of the boundary is also included in Appendix A. 

 

B. Summary of the Analysis Used to Identify the FLA and Consistency with Eligibility  

 Criteria 

 

Summary of Analysis and Narrative of the FLA 

 

The Berkshire Plateau, a highly visible mountainous area, roughly 25 miles 

east to west and 25 miles north to south, represents one of Massachusetts’ western 

highlands, known for its dense forests, high quality fisheries, scenic valleys, and 

prominent mountain ridges.   

 

The Westfield River Watershed area (which is the main constituent of the 

Berkshire Plateau) is unique for its integration of intact forest and aquatic 
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systems.  Four “Matrix Forest” areas, ranging from 20,000 to 100,000 acres, 

have been identified and the upper reaches of the watershed offer exceptional 

habitat for coldwater fisheries and juvenile Atlantic salmon.  The lower reaches 

of the main stem provide high quality spawning habitat for three species of 

migratory fish (American shad, Blueback herring and Sea lamprey) (Finton, 

2003).  A fifth matrix forest block was identified to the northeast of the 

aforementioned four blocks. 

 

Definition and selection of the matrix forest blocks was a collaborative 

process initiated by The Nature Conservancy, but involving many conservation 

organizations, government agencies, external scientists, and others from a wide 

geographic area.  The Massachusetts Chapter, cooperating with [its] neighboring 

states and many partners, has been engaged in a scientific planning exercise that 

has ranked regional forest resources. Within the Lower New England/Northern 

Piedmont ecoregion – an area that stretches from Maryland to Maine and 

comprises parts of 12 states, TNC identified several large forest blocks (“matrix 

forests”) on the Berkshire Plateau as being among the highest priorities for 

conservation.  These blocks represent the highest quality and least fragmented 

areas of their kind in the Northeast, and thereby represent biodiversity of global 

significance (Finton, 2003). 

 

Matrix forest blocks were identified and prioritized on a basis of size, 

condition, and landscape context.  While matrix forests must be large enough to 

support dynamic ecological processes and withstand stochastic events, not all 

matrix forests have necessarily persisted in a high-quality condition.  Thus size is 

a prerequisite, but improving condition may be a restoration goal for matrix 

forests that were identified as top conservation priorities.  Taking several factors 

into account—including both species requirements and scale of disturbance—the 

minimum size for matrix forests was determined to be 15,000 acres. 

 

Intact forests of over 15,000 acres are noted on Figure 1, Appendix A.  Matrix 

forests coincident with the proposed amendment include: October Mountain 

(49,387 acres), Middlefield-Peru (107,421 acres), Otis (20,875 acres), Tekoa 

(25,243 acres), and Whately (41,622 acres)–totaling over 240,000 acres (Figure 2, 

Appendix A).  Interestingly, it should be noted that all other high priority matrix 

forests in western Massachusetts are coincident (at least partially) with other 

established FLA’s and include: Mt.Washington/Mt. Riga, Northern Taconic, 

Warwick/Royalston and Quabbin.   

 

Much of the densest forest cover in Massachusetts is found in this region of 

the Commonwealth.  A map was included in the original Forest Legacy Needs 

Assessment—Massachusetts (Archey, 1993) that demonstrates the importance of 

the forest resources of the proposed FLA to Massachusetts (see Figure 3, 

Appendix A). 
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K. Lombard et al. (2003) state that, The Westfield River Watershed contains 

over 200,000 acres of primarily intact and mid-successional forest that provides a 

link between the forests of northern New England with those of southern New 

England and the mid-Atlantic states to the south.  This forest protects high quality 

wetlands and riverine systems, and provides opportunities for movement of wide-

ranging species across the landscape as well as high quality breeding habitat for 

interior nesting neo-tropical migrants. 

 

Both in designating “matrix forests” and strategizing for optimal management, 

A seven-step framework for developing regional plans to conserve biological 

diversity, based on principles of conservation biology and ecology, is being used 

extensively by The Nature Conservancy to identify priority areas for conservation 

(Groves, C.R. et al. 2002). 

  

In 1993, 43 miles of the East, Middle and West branches in the towns of 

Becket, Chester, Cummington, Middlefield, and Worthington were designated as 

the first National Wild and Scenic River in Massachusetts.  Thirty-five additional 

miles were proposed by the state and recommended by the National Park Service 

for inclusion in the designation in 2002.  On the whole, this landscape provides a 

critical opportunity to conduct broad-based biodiversity conservation (Finton, 

A.D. 2003).  The Northeast Region of the National Park Service states, Protection 

of land along the riverfront should be seen as the primary goal in managing the 

river.  The proposed segments should also be reevaluated to determine if they 

could be reclassified to Class A waters (National Park Service 2002). 

 

The forest cover is substantial, comprising approximately 85 percent of the 

proposed FLA (Sadighi, 2003), including deciduous, evergreen, and mixed forests 

as well as forested wetlands.  These lands are clothed in northern hardwoods in 

the northern tier, consisting of American beech, black and yellow birch, sugar and 

red maple, hemlock, and frequent representation of other species such as white 

pine, red oak, black cherry, white birch, and northern white ash, blending to a 

transitional hardwoods forest consisting in great part of red oak, hickory, maples 

and white pine in the southern tier. 

 

Elevation ranges from 185 feet in the lowest valley bottoms to nearly 2,300 

feet along the highest points on the ridgeline.  Slopes are characteristically steep – 

20 to 40 percent, with frequent outcroppings of ledge and bedrock, especially on 

the upper slopes and along the ridgetops.  

 

Soils are tills: heterogeneous mixtures of sand, silt and clay, often underlain 

by hardpan and bedrock, close to the surface.  Consequently, the watershed soils 

do not have much soil moisture storage capacity and after storms steep slopes are 

typically “flashy”, underscoring the need to keep the landscape in protective forest 

cover. 
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There are unique terrestrial and aquatic resources in the Berkshire Plateau 

including: 

1. The highest waterfall in Hampshire County, Glendale Falls, and other 

      beautiful falls such as Shaker Mill Falls and Center Pond Falls, 

2. Unique scenic geologic features such as the Chesterfield Gorge, gorges in 

Gardner State Park, on Shaker Brook, and the spectacular Windsor Jambs,  

3.  And one of the largest wilderness areas remaining in Massachusetts. 

 

Additionally there are animal and plant resources uniquely associated with 

these habitats: 

1. The state- and federally-listed species previously referred to, 

2. Mammals requiring extensive unbroken range including: black bear, 

bobcat, fisher, mink, and moose, 

3. Neo-tropical migratory songbirds and interior nesting birds, 

4. Re-introduced Atlantic salmon, and 

5.  Timber rattlesnake. 

 

Under the section “Benefits to Protecting and Preserving Open and 

Recreational Space,” the draft Westfield River Watershed Open Space and 

Recreation Plan (PVPC, 2003) highlights several of the benefits which are 

aligned with this proposal and the aims of the Forest Legacy Program: 

 

Open space allows for the attentive management of the watershed, which 

is essential to ensure we have clean water, clean air, fish and wildlife 

habitat, recreational opportunities, and tranquility and solitude.  Resource 

management also provides essential products, such as paper, wood, and 

agricultural products, and provides direct economic returns to the 

region’s communities, landowners, and workers. 

 

Under the section Preservation of Sensitive Environments and Open Space, 

the Berkshire County Regional Plan (BRPC, 1999) summarizes strategies which 

are in harmony with this proposal:  

 

 Preserve and improve the ecological integrity of important natural 

environments and resources: surface water and watersheds, forested areas 

critical wildlife and plant habitats, wetlands, prime agricultural soils, 

flood prone areas, aquifers and recharge areas, steep slopes, and 

mountain tops.  

 Maintain and improve the overall water quality and quantity of the 

Berkshire’s surface and ground waters. 

 Enhance the protection and management of open space in order to provide 

wildlife habitat, protect natural resources, provide recreational 

opportunities, maintain scenic views, and maintain the character of the 

Berkshires. 
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Protected open space in the proposed FLA comprises approximately 140,000 

acres (Sadighi, 2003) or about 35 percent.  Of this acreage, approximately 110,000 

acres are permanently protected, representing nearly 30 percent of the total 

Berkshire Plateau FLA.  These lands are held by a diversity of entities, including 

all levels of government (federal, state, and municipal), private non-profit 

organizations, and private landowners.  

 

Consistency with Eligibility Factors 

 

The nomination of this FLA is consistent with the eligibility criteria and 

evaluation factors that have been stipulated by the federal and state governments.  

Identification of environmental values appears in subsequent sections, but the 

high degree of threat of conversion is documented here as one of the primary 

motivations for this proposal. 

 

Threat of conversion to non-forest uses 

 

Forest lands in the Berkshire Plateau face increasing fragmentation of 

large parcels through residential development.  Periodically, waves of 

development have parcelized the landscape and currently we are seeing 

another surge in development of second homes, with particular value 

being placed on scenic views available from relatively high elevation 

lands.  As can be seen in Figure 5 (Appendix A), while the Berkshire 

Plateau remains primarily forested, there are significant development 

pressures at several points around the periphery.  These urban centers are 

likely to impinge on the forested landscape of the Berkshire Plateau 

without efforts to identify and protect those lands that should remain 

forested.  Such an encroachment would affect the scenic resource, the 

viability of traditional forest uses such as forestry and recreation, and 

public values such as large-scale wildlife habitat, public water supply 

protection, and overall ecosystem integrity that large intact forest tracts 

support.  Conversion of land to non-forest uses and increased parcelization 

will have induced effects: along with clearing for housing will come sewer 

lines in some instances, and septic fields in others.  In all instances, roads, 

driveways and power lines will further convert the landscape with 

deleterious effects on wildlife species having the need for extensive, 

unbroken ranges.  Access for recreation, especially hiking and hunting, 

will be adversely affected and some portion of the landscape will be off-

limits to any public use, through posting.   

 

The urgency regarding land protection on the Berkshire Plateau is 

echoed by a number of organizations both in general and specific terms: 
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1.  The Natural Heritage & Endangered Species Program of the 

Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife observes that, The 

relatively large quantity of currently protected open space in the state is 

not sufficient to conserve all biodiversity (Barbour et al., 1998). 

 

2.  Referring generally to the Berkshire Plateau, H. Barbour et al. (2001) in 

Our Irreplaceable Heritage, find that, Proportionately, this ecoregion has 

the most Supporting Natural Landscape of all the ecoregions, due to its 

many large, unfragmented blocks of forest. 

 

3.  The Massachusetts Audubon Society in (Steele, 1999) encourages 

organizations to Support initiatives designed to encourage land 

acquisitions in Priority Habitats as outlined in The Nature Conservancy 

and Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program’s 

recent report “Our Irreplaceable Heritage…” 

 

4.  Likewise, The Trustees of Reservations echoes the sentiment in the 

western highlands when it admonishes land protection efforts to Protect 

scenic and ecological values of undeveloped ridgelines and hilltops, 

further, Protect all aquifers and surface water supplies that will be needed 

for the next hundred years (Wollansak, 2003).  

 

5.  The Westfield River System illustrates the remarkable geographic 

contrast that makes Massachusetts so unique.  While the upper reaches of 

its three main branches emanate from steep forested hills and wooded 

valleys, the lower sections of the main stem flow through flat farmland and 

increasingly urban areas.  In terms of fisheries restoration: In April of 

1989, thousands of salmon par and fry were stocked in the Westfield as 

part of the effort to restore Atlantic salmon which has not lived in the 

basin for over 200 years (Bickford and Dymon, 1990). 

 

6.  In the original Forest Legacy Needs Assessment – Massachusetts 

(Archey, 1993), the need to conserve the land base of the Commonwealth 

is articulated:  Most forest landowners in Massachusetts retain ownership 

of their property for less than ten years and the goals of each successive 

landowner often differ.  In monetary terms, the development potential of 

forest land in Massachusetts almost always exceeds its value for forestry 

uses.  These factors make preservation of our forests a difficult task. 

 

7.  This concern is later echoed in an article in the magazine 

Massachusetts Wildlife (Archey and Scanlon, 2001): The Bay State has 

lost more than 20,000 acres to development over the past 30 years, and 

despite the recent downturn in the economy, this trend continues unabated 

today.  Accompanying this direct loss of forested habitat and adding to its 

environmental impact is a consistent reduction in the average size of the 
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forested parcels that remain: average parcel size of forested land has 

declined from over 30 acres to under 10 acres over the past three decades. 

 

In summary, approximately 70 percent of the proposed area lacks formal, 

permanent protection, leaving much of it vulnerable to development of residences, 

utilities and new roadways including a proposed Massachusetts Turnpike exit, and 

the induced development which will inevitably follow—including fragmentation 

of forested parcels, leading to fragmented habitat, thereby impeding the healthy 

functioning of large forest ecosystems and complicating protection efforts.  

Within the forest, threats include the spread of non-native weed species that 

suppress indigenous plant species, land management practices that do not support 

biodiversity and impoundments and water withdrawal practices that impact 

passage of both resident and migratory fish.  In short, the threat of conversion to 

non-forest uses is substantial and the proposed area meets the requirement. 

 

 

C.  Identification of Important Environmental Values and Means for Conservation  

 

Important Environmental Values 

 

1.  Scenic resources 

 

a. The Berkshire Plateau is one of the most highly visible, and largely 

undeveloped, forested mountain regions in Massachusetts, with 

elevation high points that rise nearly 2,300 feet.  This area is 

visibly prominent from the Massachusetts Turnpike (I-90), running 

east-west in the southerly reaches of the plateau and I-91 which 

runs north-south, just to the east of the plateau, with numerous 

state highways that cross the plateau, including Routes 8, 9, 20, 

112, and 116.  

b. Development potential, including towers on higher elevations is 

substantial, but for the most part as yet unrealized, and posing great 

threat to the Berkshire Plateau’s continued undeveloped state. 

 

2.  Public recreation resources 

 

a. The Westfield River’s three branches allow outstanding canoeing, 

kayaking and cold-water fisheries access and as above, the Forest 

Legacy Program can afford the means by which access and 

viewshed protection can occur. 

b. Substantial trail systems presently exist for the lower reaches of the 

Westfield River (Bristow, 2002) and can benefit substantially both 

from the standpoint of protecting the existing trail system and 

presenting new opportunities to extend or construct new trail 

systems.    
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c. The Berkshire Plateau has significant acreage that is protected as 

open space and accessible to the public (Figure 4, Appendix A). 

d. The Appalachian Trail, a footpath that continues for more than 

2,000 miles and traverses 14 states, bisects the western portion of 

the Berkshire Plateau. 

 

3. Riparian areas 

 

a. Public water supply protection is one of the greatest benefits of   

retaining land in forest; there are numerous water supply points 

within the Berkshire Plateau (Figure 8, Appendix A).  Additionally 

there are public water supplies outside the proposed FLA that are 

dependent on the Berkshire Plateau watershed, with the City of 

Springfield as an example. 

b.  An extensive network--approximately 1,000 miles (Sadighi, 

2003)--of rivers and streams have their origins on the Berkshire 

Plateau, draining generally south easterly (see Figure 1, Appendix 

A).  Even those that do not directly impact public water supply 

have profound effects, both quantitatively and qualitatively, on 

fisheries and the quality of recreationally used streams, wetlands 

and lakes.  

c. The Westfield River System illustrates the remarkable geographic 

contrast that makes Massachusetts so unique.  While the upper 

reaches of its three main branches emanate from steep forested 

hills and wooded valleys, the lower sections of the main stem flow 

through flat farmland and increasingly urban areas (Bickford and 

Dymon, 1990).   

d. Forty-three miles of the East, Middle and West branches of the 

Westfield River were designated as the first National Wild and 

Scenic River in Massachusetts; 35 additional miles were proposed 

by the state and recommended by the National Park Service for 

inclusion in the designation in 2002. 

e. Mentioned as a factor in determining the value of riparian areas (p. 

5), the Westfield River has been recognized by both the 

Massachusetts DEM Scenic Rivers Inventories and Massachusetts 

DFWELE Adopt-a-Stream Program. 

f. The Berkshire Plateau comprises a number of significant wetlands, 

as shown on Figure 7 (Appendix A). 

 

4.  Fish and wildlife habitat 

 

a. Though rare, threatened and endangered species habitat will not be    

revealed in map form (as discussed above), the Massachusetts 

Natural Heritage Atlas: 2000-2001 Edition (Szcezebak et al., 



DRAFT 

DRAFT 

 

19 

1999), shows considerable habitat acreage, especially associated 

with riparian zones. 

b. Protection of intact, large-scale habitats is especially important for 

wide-ranging species such as black bear and fisher– the kind of 

habitat in ample evidence on the Berkshire Plateau. 

c. Neo-tropical migrant songbirds rely on the unbroken western 

Massachusetts forested habitats, again the sort of habitat that is 

abundant on the Berkshire Plateau. 

d. In terms of fisheries restoration: In April of 1989, thousands of 

salmon par and fry were stocked in the Westfield as part of the 

effort to restore Atlantic salmon which has not lived in the basin 

for over 200 years (Bickford and Dymon, 1990). 

 

5.   Cultural resources – Though local libraries have information on  

indigenous archaeology, it is fragmented and incomplete.  Clearly, 

one of the early tasks is to more completely identify these sites 

using guidelines in the State Antiquities Act (MGL Ch. 9, § 26-

27C) administered by the Massachusetts Historical Commission. 

 

6.   Productive soils 

 

a. Most of the soils fall into the category of Prime II and III for the 

production of timber, with a lesser amount in Prime I.  These 

estimates are taken from Forest Productivity in Massachusetts 

(MacConnell et al., 1991).  This indicates a productivity range of 

85 to 155 cubic feet per acre per year.   

b. As discussed under water resources, one of the forest’s greatest 

values is protection of watershed soils, a function best served by 

keeping the land in forest cover.  This is particularly crucial on 

steep slopes (which can be seen on Figure 6, Appendix A where 

the contour lines are close together).   

 

8. Other ecological values — Beyond that which is covered in previous  

sections, the case may be made that the Forest Legacy Program 

promotes the linkages of public and private lands in a protected 

greenway with enormous benefits for large-scale habitat, again 

rarely encountered in Massachusetts. 

 

 

Means of Protecting and Conserving Environmental Values 

 

1. Acquisition of full-fee ownership of land is appropriate for tracts 

within the Berkshire Plateau FLA, but acquisition of conservation 

easements is preferred, as the purchase dollars go further. 
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2. In the case of conservation easements, acquire development rights on 

all proposed tracts, especially the rights to subdivide, construct 

buildings and control utility right-of-way locations. 

3. Timber rights retained by the landowner should be conditioned by 

using “Best Management Practices” contained in the Massachusetts 

Forestry Best Management Practices Manual (Kittredge and Parker, 

1999) for alleviating soil erosion.  Timber harvesting is permitted, but 

shall be described in a Forest Cutting Plan approved by the appropriate 

Massachusetts Bureau of Forestry Service Forester. 

4. Acquire access rights on all tracts.  Exceptions might be made by the 

Forest Legacy Committee prior to negotiations.  For example, 

municipal watershed protection or rare, threatened or endangered 

species habitat protection may represent situations where access would 

be reasonably restricted.  

5. Abide by the full timber harvesting buffer requirements of the 

Massachusetts River Protection Act. 

6. Restrict the development of existing or proposed mining; excavation of 

mineral, sand and gravel pits should be for the sole use of the 

landowner.  No commercial development will be allowed. 

7. Prohibit the disposal of waste, hazardous material or unregistered 

vehicles on the properties.  Likewise, any previously disposed waste, 

hazardous material or unregistered vehicles shall be removed prior to 

negotiations. 

8. Prohibit the use of signs and billboards on all properties, except to 

state the name and address of the property owner and/or provide Forest 

Legacy information including information on boundaries.  A “For 

Sale” sign would be allowed, as well. 

9. Existing dams, water impoundments or similar structures shall be 

allowed to remain provided they are consistent with the Massachusetts 

Office of Dam Safety, or may be removed.  No new dams, 

impoundments or similar structures shall be allowed. 

10. Prohibitions included are industrial, commercial activities, except 

forestry and limiting mining. 

 

D.  Conservation Goals of the Berkshire Plateau Forest Legacy Area 

 

 As noted in the introductory section on “Objectives of the Proposed Amendment,” 

the designation of this FLA would provide an additional tool to protect the important 

public values identified as criteria of the Program.  Land protection efforts and other 

strategies to safeguard and provide public benefits would be greatly enhanced through the 

Forest Legacy Program’s financial and technical assistance in identifying and protecting 

important forested tracts.  As discussed in the Forest Legacy Needs Assessment – 

Massachusetts (Archey, 1993), the future of forest resources relies on several critical 

issues: forest fragmentation, availability of timber to the wood products industry, impacts 
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on wildlife, sustainable forestry, and conserving the land base.  This FLA strives to 

address each of these issues, particularly “Conserving the Land Base.”   

 

 Through designation, it is the goal of this FLA to protect the identified public 

values and to enhance the expansive forest resources of the Berkshire Plateau FLA 

through focused land protection efforts as well as forest stewardship and restoration.  

First and foremost, the primary goal of the area is to prevent conversion of forested lands 

to non-forest uses.   

 

 

E. List of Public Benefits to be Derived from Establishing the Berkshire Plateau  

 Forest Legacy Area 

 

Clearly, the proposed Berkshire Plateau Legacy Area meets eligibility 

criteria on page 5 and exemplifies the important environmental values, all of 

which constitute resources whose protection translates into direct public benefits.  

While the environmental benefits were treated more specifically above, a general 

discussion of the benefits to society that would be derived from designation of the  

Berkshire Plateau FLA follows.  

 

Extraordinary public benefits associated with the protection of the 

Berkshire Plateau include: 

 

1.  Scenic resources 

   

 Extremely visible high elevation lands constitute a viewshed from 

both easterly and north-south vantage points.  Whether from the standpoint 

of the wooded ambiance associated with mountain views for year-round 

residents or as a tourist destination, the Berkshire Plateau imparts a 

quality-of-life dimension that is extraordinary.  

 

In Quantifying Public Benefits on Private Forestland in 

Massachusetts, a report from the Massachusetts Forest Stewardship 

Program, Campbell et al. (2000) made the following observations about 

statewide scenic resources: Private forestlands cover roughly half of the 

Massachusetts landscape. In this sense they are valuable to society for 

enhancing the quality of life: they buffer the visual severity of development 

and urban sprawl; they muffle sounds of traffic and human activity. Trees 

are central to society’s notion of scenic beauty and numerous studies show 

that people prefer landscapes with trees. 

 

The Berkshire Regional Planning Commission (BRPC) in its regional 

plan (1999) states, Mountain ranges, farm landscapes, lake shorelines, 

scenic views and corridors are highly desirable to developers.  Towns 

have several options for scenic resource protection measures including 
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purchasing easements or development rights, designation of scenic roads, 

and regulation through zoning and subdivision control regulations.  The 

Scenic Mountains Act, unique to the Berkshires, is a law designed to 

protect prominent ridgelines and mountaintops from development that 

could degrade the scenic and environmental qualities (Archey, 1974).  See 

Appendix C for a description of its provisions. Under this Act, the 

Berkshire County towns within the proposed FLA have the authority to 

enact local regulations. Note that the base elevations for applicability of 

the Scenic Mountains Act vary by watershed: 

 

1.Farmington/Housatonic…….1,500 feet 

2.Westfield……………………1,600 feet 

3.Deerfield……………………1,700 feet 

4.Hoosic………………..……..1,800 feet 

 

 

2.  Water resources 

 

Perhaps one of the most valuable functions of forested land in 

Massachusetts is its ability to capture, store and release water gradually.  

Whether releasing water to public water supplies or to streams, wetlands 

and other open water bodies, the watershed protection function of intact 

forestland is one of the most worthy of safeguarding under the Forest 

Legacy Program.  Again, Campbell et al. (2000) point out: Given that two-

thirds of the state is covered by forests, and of these, 78 percent are 

privately owned (2.4 million acres), it is safe to say that these landowners’ 

decisions to conserve or convert their forests will greatly influence the 

quality of the public drinking water supply.    Figure 8 (Appendix A) 

depicts some of the Outstanding Resource Waters of the Berkshire 

Plateau, including public water supply features. 

 

3.  Wildlife habitat 

 

According to Campbell et al. (2000), “Massachusetts is naturally 

diverse in plant and animal life, with a total of 2,040 native species, not 

including invertebrates (Barbour and others, 1998); roughly 90 percent of 

these use our extensive native forest ecosystems for part or all of their life 

cycle needs (Swain, personal communication).   

 

Campbell et al. further note, State-listed rare species number 424 

and are found in a variety of natural communities (Barbour and others, 

1998); roughly one quarter of these occur in forested settings (Swain, 

personal communication).  Seventy-four percent of known rare species 

occurrences are on private lands (Barbour and others, 1998), though 

experts don’t have the data to say how many of these are private 
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forestlands. However, this estimate points to the important role private 

landowners must play in protecting biological diversity in this state.  In 

the majority of cases protection means not developing land… 

 

Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program 

recognizes this in Our Natural Heritage (Barbour et al., 1998): Citizens of 

Massachusetts are national leaders in the movement to conserve 

biodiversity. The conservation of this great variety of life is a priority for 

many, especially those who recognize the many values it offers the 

Commonwealth.  Residents, conservation organizations, and the 

Legislature have protected biodiversity through model legislation, land 

acquisition and management and innovative conservation tools. 

 

The BRPC (1999) echoes this more locally: The mountainous forested landscape 

is ideal habitat for many large mammals, including black bear, moose, bobcat, 

deer, fisher, coyote, and beaver.  Other inhabitants of the forested landscape 

include small mammals, reptiles, amphibians, game birds, songbirds and insects.  

The most important factor in maintaining viable populations of these animals is 

protection of their habitat.  Maintaining large, unfragmented tracts of forestland 

is critical to the promotion and support of these species.  Development in forest 

areas such as road and house construction, as well as indiscriminate timber 

cutting, reduces the quantity and quality of forest habitat. 

 

High elevation habitats are not widely distributed in the 

Commonwealth, thus the species that rely on these habitats are relatively 

uncommon as well.  That, coupled with the inherent landscape fragility of 

such places (thin soils and steep slopes), and their exposure to 

meteorological extremes, makes these habitats particularly vulnerable. 

 

4.  Forest products 

 

As can be seen in Figure 5, the proposed FLA is predominantly 

forested.  The forested portion comprises over 85 percent of the Forest 

Legacy Area (Sadighi, 2003), including deciduous, evergreen, and mixed 

forests as well as forested wetlands.   The majority of forestland in 

Massachusetts (2,382,500 acres) or 76%, is owned mostly by individuals.  

Further, Between 1980 and 1996, the population of Massachusetts 

increased by 7%, the number of housing units increased by 16%, and the 

amount of developed land increased by 30%, indicating that most 

development is residential sprawl, probably into forested areas 

(MacConnell et al. 1991).     

 

Forest production carries both public and private benefits. As the 

basis of the local wood economy, society benefits through stable jobs for 

its citizens, state and local tax revenues, and the ripple effect that occurs 
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as earned dollars are spent within the economy.  Private benefits accrue 

when forest products yield an income to the landowner, though often this 

revenue offsets property taxes and other carrying costs of undeveloped 

forestland.  One might argue that the income is only a private benefit 

when it exceeds the carrying costs of the land (Campbell et al., 2000).  

One could also argue that all other forest values accrue more often, and to 

a greater extent, to the public.  Forest management clearly presents 

economic opportunities, but often can enhance non-timber values of the 

forest as well.   

 

The regional plan for Berkshire County (one of the three counties 

partially encompassed in the proposed FLA boundary) recognizes this, In 

western Massachusetts, forests contribute significantly to the economy and 

environmental quality.  While many recognize the necessity of providing 

wood products for residential and commercial use, forest management is 

rarely seen as an important tool for providing recreation, water and 

wildlife opportunities (BRPC, 1999).  

 

 Sustainable harvesting practices serve to keep land in working 

forests by providing income and a tax offset while compatibly protecting 

the forested landscape of the Berkshire Plateau, as fostered by the Forest 

Legacy Program. 

 

5.  Recreation 

 

Walking, hiking and skiing usually require trails for moving efficiently through 

the woods.  Massachusetts offers thousands of miles, both on private and public 

lands. A conservative estimate from one regional study (National Park Service 

and Appalachian Mountain Club, 1991) reports that of 2,522 miles of 

Massachusetts trails documented from their survey, 586 miles (23 percent) occur 

on private lands.  Because of the make-up of our landscape, the majority of these 

trail-miles would cross a forested landscape.  About half of the trail-miles 

crossing these privately owned lands are permanently protected and allow legal 

access by the public; the other half permit access through informal verbal, 

handshake or license agreements (Evans, personal communication) (Campbell et 

al., 2000).  Along the Westfield River’s three branches, its tributaries, and other 

waterways, there are also numerous opportunities for canoeing, kayaking, 

swimming, and fishing at public access sites.  The famed Appalachian Trail also 

bisects the western portion of the Berkshire Plateau, and provides an excellent 

opportunity for hiking. 

  

 As mentioned above, there are additional eligibility criteria that this FLA 

meets and which also represent a source of public benefits.  The threat of 

conversion has been clearly demonstrated above, and the public would benefit 

from inclusion in the Forest Legacy Program as a means of abating the threat.  By 
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providing private landowners with a means to protect their property, FLA 

designation would help preserve the forested landscape of the Berkshire Plateau.  

Further, this area represents an opportunity to continue traditional forest uses and 

preserve many associated values, including biological diversity, water quality, 

climate moderation, air quality, landscape character, recreation, and forest 

products.   

 

Finally, because of the scale of the proposed FLA, most of the 

environmental benefits identified are ones that are bestowed on a regional scale.  

Additionally, the area emerged as containing some of the best forests in an 

assessment that reviewed forest ecosystems across an extensive geographic region 

that included parts of 12 states, and as such contains forests of regional 

importance. 

 

F.  Identification of Governmental Entities that May Hold Lands or Interests in Lands  

 

As listed in Section C, there are myriad means by which the environmental 

and public benefits can be protected within the Berkshire Plateau FLA.  

Consistent with the state grant option, land or interests in land acquired under the 

Forest Legacy Program may be held by any appropriate public entity.  Therefore, 

eligible entities are limited to units of municipal and state government or the U.S. 

Forest Service.  Through management agreements the governmental interest 

holder may share management responsibility with other partners.  

 

G.  Documentation of the Public Involvement Process and Analysis of Issues Raised 

 

 Documentation of Public Involvement 

 

There has been substantial outreach regarding this FLA proposal.  

Documentation of outreach materials and public response to the nomination can 

be seen in Appendix E.  A list of the various meetings and other forms of public 

information exchange follows.  

 

* On April 8, 2003 Rob Warren of the Massachusetts Chapter of The Nature 

Conservancy presented to the Massachusetts Forest Legacy Committee a 

preliminary proposal recommending that the Forest Legacy Needs Assessment–

Massachusetts (Archey, 1993) be amended to include the Berkshire Plateau FLA, 

of which The Nature Conservancy would be sponsor.  The Committee encouraged 

an expansion that would link the Yokun Ridge FLA to the west with the 

Connecticut Valley “Western Valley” FLA to the east and also recommended an 

expansion to the north.  In communicating with other constituents in the Berkshire 

Plateau, however, it was found preferable to not connect the proposed FLA to the 

existing Yokun Ridge FLA.  Furthermore, in additional conversations with 

administrators of the Forest Legacy Program, it was determined that an 

amendment would be preferable to an expansion (even though the proposed 
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Berkshire Plateau FLA partially shares a border with the Connecticut Valley 

(Western Valley) FLA).  The Massachusetts Forest Legacy Committee’s 

recommendation to expand the area northward was incorporated in a revised FLA 

boundary. 

 

*  On May 1, 2003 the proposal was presented and discussed at a public meeting 

of the Westfield River Wild and Scenic Advisory Committee.  Attendees of this 

meeting represented a variety of conservation interests, including local land trusts, 

state-wide land trusts, the National Park Service, planning commissions, and the 

public at large (see agenda attached in Appendix E).  The attendees expressed 

enthusiasm for the proposal and cited the advantages of securing additional 

funding to protect the important forest resources of the region.  No specific 

suggestions for modification to the proposal were made. 

 

*  On May 2, 2003 letters were sent to the Boards of Selectmen and Conservation 

Commissions in each of the 33 towns that are entirely or partially within the 

proposed FLA (see mailing list in Appendix E).  The purpose of this letter was to 

inform town officials of the Forest Legacy Program in general and this proposal 

more specifically, and to open dialogue regarding the details therein.  Included 

within the letter was contact information for Warren Archey and Rob Warren; to 

date no suggestions for modifying the proposal have been made, although there 

have been a number of conversations to respond to questions and to clarify the 

program and this proposal. 

 

*  Also on May 2, 2003 letters were sent to a number of organizations and 

agencies with an interest in the Berkshire Plateau region.  The purpose of this 

letter was again to inform these groups about the Forest Legacy program as well 

as this particular proposal to nominate the Berkshire Plateau as a FLA.  Many 

have provided letters of support for this nomination.   

 

*  The offices of Congressman Olver, Senator Kennedy, and Senator Kerry were 

each briefed on the proposal to amend the Massachusetts Needs Assessment.  

Senator Kerry and Congressman Olver pledged letters of support, which have 

since been received and incorporated in the amendment. 

 

*  During the weeks of May 5 and 12, 2003 in a series of meetings Rob Warren 

and Frank Lowenstein of The Nature Conservancy met with individuals from the 

following groups and discussed the proposal: consulting foresters, 

environmentally active citizens, state foresters, land trusts, and a forest 

landowners cooperative.  All voiced support for the proposal. 

 

*  On May 29, 2003 a draft amendment to the Forest Legacy Assessment of 

Need—Massachusetts was submitted for review and comment to the 

Massachusetts Forest Legacy Committee and to the Forest Legacy Program 

Manager for the Northeast region, Deirdre Raimo.  Ms. Raimo responded with 



DRAFT 

DRAFT 

 

27 

comments regarding the proposal on July 15, 2003; the Amendment document 

was edited per her suggestions. 

 

*  On July 16, 2003 Tim Abbott of The Nature Conservancy presented 

information about the Forest Legacy Program and the Berkshire Plateau FLA 

proposal to the Town of Lenox Board of Selectmen, a body that later submitted a 

letter of support. 

 

*   In July & August, 2003, various media outlets were contacted and articles 

appeared in or aired on the following sources: 

 

 *   Berkshire Advocate – South  

*   Berkshire Eagle 

 *   Boston Globe  

 *   Conservation Across the Commonwealth (TNC’s newsletter) 

*   Daily Hampshire Gazette 

*   Highland Happenings (TTOR’s Highland Community Initiative  

newsletter) 

*   NPR News 

*   New England Cable News 

 *   Sentinel and Enterprise 

*   Springfield Republican 

 

 In addition to containing information about the Forest Legacy Program and  

Nomination, some of the media coverage also announced and summarized public 

meetings at which the proposal would be discussed. 

 

*   A final draft of the Berkshire Plateau FLA Amendment document was 

submitted to Mike Fleming, Massachusetts Forest Legacy Coordinator on October 

9, 2003 for distribution to the Massachusetts Forest Legacy Committee. 

 

Analysis of Issues Raised 

 

 Through an extensive outreach process, few issues have emerged.  As 

mentioned above, an initial question that surfaced was whether the Berkshire 

Plateau FLA should be treated as an amendment or an expansion.  If treated as an 

expansion, there was further consideration of whether the FLA would expand one 

existing FLA or perhaps connect the Yokun Ridge FLA and the Connecticut 

Valley “Western Valley” FLA.  Through subsequent conversations with the Forest 

Legacy sponsor of the existing area; Deirdre Raimo, the Northeastern Area Forest 

Legacy Program Coordinator; and Rick Cooksey, National Director of the Forest 

Legacy Program; it was determined that an Amendment would be the most 

appropriate type of proposal to submit on behalf of the Berkshire Plateau FLA.  

Primary reasons included that this FLA’s goals may be slightly different from 

either of the established areas, as would the sponsor.  In addition, the descriptions 
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of the other FLAs do not adequately characterize the outstanding resources of the 

Berkshire Plateau FLA. 

 

 Initially, maps were created that depicted boundary options for an area that 

was slightly restricted in scope versus a more expanded version.  Both the 

Massachusetts Forest Legacy Committee and the Westfield River Wild and Scenic 

Advisory Committee preferred that the FLA boundary be more inclusive.  Their 

recommendations were incorporated.  General consensus allowed the boundary to 

be drawn early in the process and was drawn in a way that merged the technical 

requirements of the Forest Legacy Program with the ecological analysis of The 

Nature Conservancy and input from others.  

 

  There has been substantial public support and interest in participating in 

the program.  To date, letters of support have been received from twelve towns 

(submitted by their Boards of Selectmen, Conservation Commissions, or both), 

eight conservation and forestry organizations, and four agencies or elected 

officials (Appendix D).  Many others have verbally or in informal correspondence 

expressed enthusiasm for the proposal.  Upon learning of efforts to designate this 

FLA, several individuals have inquired about the program and how they might get 

involved. 

 

 Media coverage of the Berkshire Plateau nomination has been widespread, 

including several outlets with large circulation as well as Internet postings.  For 

example, an article appeared in the Boston Sunday Globe, which has a circulation 

of approximately 700,000.   

 

The only criticism that the proposal received from the media was an 

editorial published in a regional periodical that serves part of the Berkshire 

Plateau (Berkshire Eagle).  The editorial demonstrated confusion about what the 

program does and how it relates to designation of a National Forest.  Two 

response letters were published that clarified the program and its benefits, 

including one jointly signed by The Nature Conservancy and Berkshire Natural 

Resources Council, sponsor of the Yokun Ridge and Taconic Range FLAs 

(Appendix D).   
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VII.  Appendices 

 

 

A. Berkshire Plateau Range Legacy Area maps and Boundary Description 

 

Figure 1 – Massachusetts Matrix Forest Blocks 

Figure 2 – Proposed FLA Boundary with Matrix Forest Blocks  

Figure 3 – Forest Density by Town (Archey, 1993) 

Figure 4 – Protected Open Space/Public Access         

Figure 5 – Forest Cover and Land Use  

Figure 6 – Elevation Contours 

Figure 7 – Wetlands 

Figure 8 – Outstanding Resource Waters and Public Water Supply 

Figure 9 – BioMap Data  

Boundary Description 

 

 

    B.  Forest Legacy Tract Evaluation Checklist   

 

 

    C.  BNRC Newsletter – Scenic Mountains Act 

 

     

    D.  Letters of Support  

 

 Senator John Kerry 

 Congressman John Olver 

 Board of Selectmen, Town of Ashfield 

 Board of Selectmen, Town of Cummington 

 Board of Selectmen, Town of Dalton 

 Board of Selectmen, Town of Deerfield 

 Board of Selectmen, Town of Lenox 

 Board of Selectmen, Town of Whately 

 Board of Selectmen and Conservation Commission,  

Town of Williamsburg 

 Conservation Commission, Town of Blandford 

 Conservation Commission, Town of Huntington 

 Conservation Commission, Town of Lanesborough 

 Conservation Commission, Town of Savoy 

 Conservation Commission, Town of Worthington 

 The Hilltown Land Trust 

 Massachusetts Department of Fisheries, Wildlife, and  

Environmental Law Enforcement 

 Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife 

 Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
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 Massachusetts Forest Stewardship Program 

 Massachusetts Woodlands Cooperative 

 New England Forestry Foundation 

 Pioneer Valley Planning Commission 

 The Nature Conservancy 

 The Trustees of Reservations 

 Westfield River Watershed Association 

 Westfield River Wild & Scenic Advisory Committee 

 

 

                E. Public Involvement Process Documentation  

 

 MA Forest Legacy Committee—minutes from April 8, 2003  

meeting in which amendment was presented and approved  

 

 Agenda from May 1, 2003 Westfield River Wild and Scenic  

Advisory Committee meeting 

 

 Agenda from May 16, 2003 Town of Lenox Board of Selectmen 

 

 Media Coverage—Announcements and Feature Articles 

 

 Public Outreach Materials 

 

 Sample Informational Letter  

 

 Mailing List of Conservation and Forestry Interests  

 

 Mailing List of Boards of Selectmen and Conservation  

Commissions of Towns within the Proposed Forest Legacy Area 
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BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION:  BERKSHIRE PLATEAU FOREST LEGACY AREA 

 

 

Beginning in the Town of Hinsdale at the intersection of Route 8 and Route 143 on Route 

8, 

Thence northerly on Route 8, crossing into the Town of Dalton, to Orchard Road, a 

distance of 2.92 miles, 

Thence northerly on Orchard Road to Route 8-A/9, a distance of .7 miles, 

Thence westerly on Route 8-A/9 to Tower Road, a distance of .66 miles, 

Thence northerly on Tower Road to Raymond Road, a distance of .07 miles, 

Thence westerly on Raymond Road to Pleasant Street, a distance of .15 miles, 

Thence southerly on Pleasant Street to Florence Street, a distance of .09 miles,  

Thence westerly on Florence Street to Prospect Street, a distance of .10 miles, 

Thence southerly on Prospect Street to Deming Street Extension, a distance of .06 miles, 

Thence easterly on Deming Street Extension to Pleasant Street, a distance of .10 miles, 

Thence southerly on Pleasant Street to High Street, a distance of .39 miles, 

Thence westerly on High Street, passing through the Town of Pittsfield and continuing 

into the Town of Lanesborough, to Gulf Road, a distance of .72 miles, 

Thence westerly on Gulf Road to Route 8, a distance of 1.81 miles, 

Thence northerly on Route 8, crossing into the Town of Cheshire, to Church Street, a 

distance of 5.50 miles, 

Thence easterly on Church Street to East Main Street, a distance of miles .57, 

Thence easterly on East Main Street to Windsor Road, a distance of .69 miles, 

Thence easterly on Windsor Road to Sand Road, a distance of 2.61 miles, 

Thence northerly on Sand Road to Fales Road, a distance of .12 miles, 

Thence northerly on Fales Road to Route 116, a distance of miles 1.05 miles, 

Thence easterly on Route 116, crossing through the Towns of Savoy and Plainfield, and 

into the Town of Ashfield, to its junction with Route 112, a distance of 18.31 miles, 

Thence northerly on Route 112/116 to its fork with Route 116, a distance of 2.12miles,  

Ashfield, and Conway and into the Town of Deerfield 

Thence easterly on Route 116, crossing through the Town of Conway and into the Town 

of Deerfield, to Interstate 91, a distance of 13.05 miles, 

Thence southerly on Interstate 91, crossing into the Town of Whately, to Route 5, a 

distance of miles, 

Thence southerly on Route 5 to Swamp Road, a distance of 1.20 miles, 

Thence southerly on Swamp Road to Chestnut Plain Road, a distance of .63 miles, 

Thence southerly on Chestnut Plain Road to Dickinson Hill Road, a distance of .36 miles, 

Thence westerly on Dickinson Hill Road to Masterson Road, a distance of .79 miles, 

Thence southerly on Masterson Road to Haydenville Road, a distance of .91 miles, 

Thence southerly on Haydenville Road to the Whately-Williamsburg town line at 

Mountain Road, a distance of 1.80 miles, 

Thence southerly on Mountain Road, along the shared border with the Holyoke Range 

Forest Legacy Area, to Mountain Street, a distance of .80 miles, 

Thence southerly on Mountain Street to Hatfield Road, a distance of 1.94 miles, 

Thence westerly on Hatfield Road to Route 9, a distance of .52 miles, 
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Thence westerly on Route 9 to South Street, a distance of 1.68 miles, 

Thence southerly on South Street to the Williamsburg-Northampton town line at 

Audubon Road, a distance of 2.12 miles, 

Thence southerly on Audubon Road to Kennedy Road, a distance of .26 miles, 

Thence southerly on Kennedy Road to Chesterfield Road, a distance of 1.7 miles, 

Thence westerly on Chesterfield Road to Montague Road, a distance of .67 miles, 

Thence southerly on Montague Road, crossing into the Town of Westhampton, to North 

Road, a distance of 1.29 miles, 

Thence southerly on North Road to South Road, a distance of 1.78 miles, 

Thence southerly on South Road to Route 66, a distance of 1.36 miles, 

Thence westerly on Route 66 to Edwards Road, a distance of .20 miles, 

Thence southerly on Edwards Road to Laurel Hill Road, a distance of 1.09 miles, 

Thence easterly on Laurel Hill Road to Southampton Road, a distance of 1.26 miles, 

Thence southerly on Southampton Road to the Westhampton-Southampton town line and 

Cold Spring Road, a distance of .18 miles, 

Thence southerly on Cold Spring Road to Rattle Hill Road, a distance of .72 miles, 

Thence southerly on Rattle Hill Road to Wolcott Road, a distance of .92 miles, 

Thence easterly on Wolcott Road to Pomeroy Meadow Road, a distance of .29 miles, 

Thence southerly on Pomeroy Meadow Road to Route 10/College Highway, a distance of 

.54 miles, 

Thence southerly on Route 10/College Highway to High Street, a distance of .16 miles, 

Thence southerly on High Street to Fomer Road, a distance of 1.23 miles, 

Thence westerly on Fomer Road to Russellville Road, a distance of .37 miles, 

Thence southerly on Russellville Road, crossing into the Town of Westfield, to 

Montgomery Road, a distance of 3.52 miles, 

Thence southerly on Montgomery Road to West Road, a distance of .92 miles, 

Thence southerly on West Road to Interstate 90, a distance of 1.35 miles, 

Thence westerly on Interstate 90, crossing into the Town of Russell, to Route 20, a 

distance of 1.18 miles,  

Thence westerly on Route 20 to Interstate 90, a distance of .51 miles,  

Thence westerly on Interstate 90 to Route 23, a distance of 1.57 miles, 

Thence westerly on Route 23, crossing through the Town of Blandford and into the Town 

of Otis, to Route 8, a distance of 13.92 miles, 

Thence northerly on Route 8, crossing into the Town of Becket to Route 20, a distance of 

5.73 miles, 

Thence westerly on Route 20 to Interstate 90, a distance of 3.80 miles, 

Thence westerly on Interstate 90, crossing into the Town of Lee, to Maple Street, a 

distance of 1.95 miles, 

Thence westerly on Maple Street to East Street, a distance of .36 miles, 

Thence northerly on East Street to Bradley Street, a distance of 1.73 miles, 

Thence northerly on Bradley Street to Woodland Road, a distance of .36 miles,  

Thence northerly on Woodland Road to the Lee-Lenox town line at October Mountain 

Road, a distance of 2.87 miles, 

Thence northerly on October Mountain Road, crossing into Pittsfield to New Lenox 

Road, a distance of 1.86 miles, 
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Thence northerly on New Lenox Road to William Street, a distance of 2.96 miles, 

Thence easterly on William Street to Division Road, a distance of 1.47 miles, 

Thence northerly on Division Road, along the Pittsfield-Dalton town line, to Pleasant 

View Drive, a distance of 1.40 miles, 

Thence easterly on Pleasant View Drive to Gertrude Road, a distance of .18 miles, 

Thence northerly on Gertrude Road to Greenridge Drive, a distance of .10 miles, 

Thence easterly on Greenridge Drive to Edgemere Road, a distance of .07 miles, 

Thence northerly on Edgemere Road to South Street, a distance of .13 miles, 

Thence northerly on South Street to Grange Hall Road, a distance of .69 miles, 

Thence easterly on Grange Hall Road to Robinson Road, a distance of 1.52 miles, 

Thence easterly on Robinson Road to Curtis Street, a distance of 1.66 miles, 

Thence easterly on Curtis Street to Main Street, a distance of .29 miles, 

Thence southerly on Main Street to Maple Street, a distance of .06 miles, 

Thence easterly on Maple Street to Route 8, a distance of .09 miles, 

Thence northerly on Route 8 to the point of beginning, a distance of 2.91 miles. 
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