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Identifying Conservation Priorities through Co-Occurrence 
Mapping 
 
In the fall of 2009, the Colby-Sawyer Environmental Studies third year project 
developed a Natural Resources Inventory (NRI) for the town of New London. 
Using the information compiled in the NRI, the students aided the New London 
Conservation Commission in identifying conservation priorities. This process was 
facilitated through the use of co-occurrence mapping. 
 
Co-Occurrence Mapping 
 
Co-occurrence mapping is a method for identifying areas where several different 
qualities are present or “co-occur”. Co-occurrence mapping for conservation 
identifies natural resources that occur in a given area and then assigns these 
resources a value or score. The resources are then compiled on to a single map and 
areas are given a score based on how many resources overlap; the greater the 
number of overlapping resources, the higher the score. Co-occurrence maps 
typically use a color scale to identify the resource scores. The lighter an area is on 
the map, the lower the score and the darker an area, the higher the score. Co-
occurrence mapping allows communities to visualize where areas may be 
conserved. Identifying which resources to include in a co-occurrence is typically 
determined by a group of local experts or individuals with interests in 
conservation, in many cases this can be the Conservation Commission or other 
organizations of a town. Co-occurrence mapping is typically carried out using 
either a Simple or Weighted method. Depending on the method used, a co-
occurrence map can reflect different conservation values by weighting some 
resources greater than others.  
 
Simple Co-Occurrence 
 
In a simple co-occurrence, resources are all 
given an equal value. The resource score is 
determined by the number of times 
resources overlap.  For example, in Figure 1 
there are two resources signified in green 

Figure 1: Simple Co-Occurrence 
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and blue. Separately they have a value of one, however, when these resources 
overlap they create a score of two. This process is repeated for each resource 
included in the mapping process. If ten resources are included in a map, the 
highest possible score is a ten if all the resources overlap, and the lowest score is a 
zero where no resources are present. In a simple method, the conservation values 
of the town may not be adequately reflected when rating all resources equally. For 
example, if the orange resource in Figure 1 is considered an important resource by 
the town and it does not co-occur with another resource, it will simply have a 
score of one. When the map is created, this resource will appear less important 
because it will be represented in a lighter color.     
 
 
Weighted Co-Occurrence  
In a weighted co-occurrence, each 
individual resource is given a 
ranked score, or weight, based on 
the value ascribed to that 
resource. Much like the simple 
method, when these resources 
overlap, their scores are added 
together. For example, the blue 
and green resources in Figure 2 
are now given a weight of four 
and three respectively. When these resources overlap, they add up to a score of 
seven. The process of weighting resources varies from project to project; however 
it is common to allocate a set number of points across all resources (i.e. out of 100 
total points) or scores per resource (i.e. score of 0-5). One of the benefits of 
running a weighted co-occurrence is the ability to include local individuals in the 
process of selecting and weighting resources. Unlike the simple co-occurrence, the 
weighted process allows individuals in the town to adjust the co-occurrence to 
accurately reflect their conservation values. In Figure 2, for example, the orange 
resource may be deemed an important resource for the town; however it does not 
overlap with any other resources. In a simple co-occurrence this resource would 
have maintained a score of one, by using a weighted process the score would be a 
five based on its importance. When mapped, this resource will maintain a higher 
score than the two blue and green resources next to it. 
 

4 

Figure 2: Weighted Co-Occurrence 
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Method for Choosing Weighted Versus Simple Co-Occurrence 

Members of the Community-Based Research Project attended the New London 
Conservation Commission (NLCC) meeting to discuss methods of co-occurrence 
mapping.  The two possible co-occurrence methods, simple or weighted, were 
explained and the members of the Commission were then asked to select the 
method they felt would best reflect the town’s conservation priorities.  After the 
discussion, the group decided that both co-occurrence models would be run to see 
how each method highlighted conservation priorities in the town. They would then 
make a decision based on the results of the two maps. 

We discussed which resources would be included in both maps. The resources 
selected from the NRI include: Favorable Gravel Well Areas (FGWA), buffered 
streams, wetlands, agricultural soils, open fields, working forests, ecologically 
important areas and scenic resources. Other resources that were included in the co-
occurrence but not identified in the NRI are: undeveloped shorelines, and 
connecting and abutting parcels. Although these resources were not included in the 
NRI they were deemed important to identifying conservation priorities by the 
NLCC. 

Since the NLCC decided to have both a simple and weighted map, a discussion 
was opened to rank the resources for the weighted method. The following table 
shows the scores given to each resource:   

  
  
  
  
  

Resources Rank (1-5) 
Aquifers 3 
Favorable Gravel Well Areas 1 
Streams with a 300 foot buffer 3 
Wetlands 1 
Agricultural Soils 5 
Open Fields 5 
Working Forests 4 
Ecologically Important Areas 1 
Connecting and Abutting Parcels 2 
Undeveloped Shoreline 5 
Scenic Views or Resources 1 
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Agricultural soils, open fields, and undeveloped shoreline were given the highest 
possible score of five. All of these resources were deemed significant because of 
their high potential for development and scarcity within the town.  The NLCC felt 
it was crucial for New London to have the option of sustainable agricultural if it 
becomes necessary in the future.  These resources were also considered for their 
aesthetic or scenic qualities. 

Working forests were given a score of four. The Conservation Commission felt 
that working forests are important to the town because they offer timber resources, 
important habitats, and open spaces.  

Aquifers and streams were assigned values of three.  Aquifers are considered 
important for drinking water, though they were not given a higher score because 
many of the aquifers already occur on protected areas. The Favorable Gravel Well 
Areas were only given a score of one because they occur within the aquifers and 
could be counted twice. Much like lakes and ponds, streams are unable to be 
conserved, however the land around them can be conserved. A buffer of 300 feet 
was placed around streams and was given a score of three. The areas around 
streams were considered very important because conserving them can reduce the 
amount of contaminants entering the water.  The NLCC decided to give these 
areas a three.    

Connecting and abutting parcels join and abut already conserved lands and were 
given a score of two. Connecting parcels would increase habitat space and create 
larger conserved land blocks.  The Commission felt that although it is important to 
create larger habitats for wildlife.   

Wetlands and Ecologically Important Lands both were given a score of one. 
Wetlands are already protected by federal, state, and local agencies which is why 
they were scored low.  The ecologically important areas were given a one because 
they occur in the working forests and therefore are being covered by other 
resources.  

Scenic areas or views were also given a one.  The criteria for scenic views 
included: open fields, forested blocks along the highway and main roads, and 
undeveloped ridgelines.  Because these criteria were similar to open fields and 
working forests, scenic views were given a low score.  These areas were identified 
using the parcel and National Agricultural Imagery Program (NAIP) layers in GIS.   
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Layers were created for the resources that were not included in the NRI 
(undeveloped shorelines, scenic resources, and connecting and abutting parcels). 
The undeveloped shoreline map was created by adding the parcels and buildings 
layers to a map. All the parcels on the shoreline of the lakes and ponds in New 
London without development were selected. These parcels represent areas that 
have potential to be conserved as undeveloped shoreline.   

The connecting and abutting parcels layer was created using the conserved lands 
layer and choosing parcels that were abutting any conserved lands parcels. Parcels 
smaller than 10 acres and with significant development were removed except for 
two parcels which were both nine acres and undeveloped. One of these smaller 
parcels connected two conserved land parcels together which was another reason 
why it was not removed. 

The town’s zoning administrator was consulted to verify the layers created.  Once 
these final layers were complete, both co-occurrence methods were run to produce 
two maps.  The students met again with the members of the conservation 
commission to look over the maps and decide which method, simple or weighted, 
represented their conservation priorities. 

The students compared the maps and investigated locations where differences 
were evident between the two methods. The maps were compared side by side and 
areas that appeared to have differences were examined as shown in Figure 3.  
Often both maps showed significance in the same areas; however, areas in the 
weighted method tended to be darker in color, due to their higher scores, and 
therefore stood out more than they did in the simple method.  Because there were 
no noteworthy differences between the maps, the simple method was selected.  
The Commission felt that because the simple method removed their biases it better 
reflected their conservation priorities. 

Figure 3 

                              
Simple Method Weighted Method 
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Co-Occurrence Interpretation 

Several maps are shown in the following pages that examine the simple co-
occurrence.  Conserved lands and the NLCC’s conservation targets were added as 
additional layers to the maps. By including these other layers on top of the co-
occurrence, the students were able to examine how well the conservation priorities 
lined up with the overlaying resources. 

The currently conserved lands of New London represent about 15% of the town, 
which can be seen as a gray cross-hatch on the co-occurrence maps.  Most of the 
conserved lands are comprised of open fields and forested areas, although some 
contain wetlands and waterfront habitat.  Some examples of conserved land 
include Clark Lookout, Esther Currier Wildlife Management Area at Low Plain, 
Cordingly Preserve, and the Spofford Easement. 

Clark Lookout is an area off Davis Hill Road that overlooks Lake Sunapee and the 
surrounding mountains and hills.  The easement for Clark Lookout is held by the 
ASLPT, although the lookout itself is owned by New London.  The Esther Currier 
Wildlife Management Area at Low Plain (Low Plain) is a unique area that has a 
quaking bog, marsh, esker, vernal pools, swamp, an active beaver lodge, and pond.  
This area appears as a dark color on the co-occurrence due to the large number of 
resources found there. The combined protection of the New London Zoning 
Ordinance and the fact that the area is designated as a Prime Wetland make this 
area well protected at both the local and state level.  Cordingly Preserve is another 
example of conserved lands. Located in Soo Nipi Park, the Cordingly Preserve has 
part of a wildlife corridor along King Hill Brook and provides undisturbed habitat 
for a variety of mammals, birds, and insects.  This area was a gift to the ASLPT 
from the Robert Stevens family to ensure its protection from future development.  
The Spofford Easement has both historical and natural significance. It contains the 
original foundations of homes built in the 18th century while also being an 
important link in the region’s hiking trail network (the four trails that cross the 
property are the Sunapee-Ragged-Kearsarge Greenway, Bunker Look Trail, Wolf 
Tree Trail, and the Webb Forest Interpretive Trail).  The easement protects the 
area’s five-acre meadow, forest, apple trees, and wildlife habitat.  The town and 
other organizations that have helped to conserve these and other properties should 
be commended for their work.  

Twenty conservation targets were identified by the NLCC and published in the 
town’s Master Plan.  A map identifying the locations of these areas can be seen 
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below in the map titled NLCC Conservation Targets. The students analyzed this 
list of targets in the context of the co-occurrence maps by dividing the targets into 
two categories: one consisted of low scoring targets and the other of high scoring 
targets. Low scoring targets were areas with scores of two or lower, high scoring 
areas had scores of three or more covering most of the parcel.  
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Conservation Targets with High Scores 

High scoring conservation targets were identified if they had three or more 
resources co-occurring. The 15 high scoring targets along 
with their location, acreage, and the resources occurring in 
the parcel, are listed in Table 1 below, and identified in the 
High Scored Conservation Targets map.  

Area A is located next to Clark Lookout, the location is 
identified in the NLCC Conservation Targets map. This 

parcel is an example of an area which has already been identified as a conservation 
target by the NLCC and has a high co-occurrence score. This area has current or 
potential working forests, ecologically important lands, undeveloped shoreline, 
and is abutting a conserved land parcel. The highest score is a four and is found 
along the shore of Lake Sunapee. This is also one of only three conservation 
targets that contained undeveloped shoreline. The other two parcels are ID # 20 
and 7. They can both be found below in Table 1 as well as in the map High Scored 
Conservation Targets.  

Parcel # 17, located to the southeast of Low Plains, is another example of a high 
scoring target. This area is one of the highest scoring parcels in New London with 
a score of six in some areas. It contains all of the following resources: current or 
potential working forests, stream buffers, aquifers, ecologically important lands, 
wetlands, Favorable Gravel Well Areas (FGWA), and agricultural soils. This 
parcel is important to identify as a conservation target because it is the only 
conservation target that contains a FGWA. Because there are very few FGWAs in 
New London, this parcel may want to be considered as a high conservation 
priority.   

High Scoring Conservation Targets 
ID # Map/Lot # Acreage Location Occurring Resources 

6 068-010-000 40 103A/Davis Hill Rd Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Abutting Parcel, and Open Fields 

A 

Table 1 
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7 028-001-000 15 Goose Hole Rd Abutting Parcel, Undeveloped 
Shoreline, Aquifers, and Wetlands 

8 060-005-000 88.4 Little Sunapee Rd Current or Potential Current or 
Potential Working Forests, Abutting 
Parcel, Scenic Resources, Open 
Fields, Stream Buffer, Wetlands and 
Agricultural Soils 

9 068-019-000 71.2 Davis Hill Rd Current or Potential Current or 
Potential Working Forests, Abutting 
Parcel, Undeveloped Shoreline, and 
Ecologically Important Lands 

10 059-005-000 39.6 County Road Agricultural Soils, Open Fields, 
Ecologically Important Lands, Stream 
Buffer, and Wetlands 

11 088-006-000 21.9 Andover Rd Stream Buffer, Abutting Parcel, 
Ecologically Important Lands, 
Wetlands, Aquifer, and Scenic 
Resources, 

12 081-015-000 18 Farwell Ln Abutting Parcel, Ecologically 
Important Lands, Scenic Resources, 
and Agricultural Soils 

13 098-014-000 29.5 Andover Rd Abutting Parcel, Scenic Resources, 
Agricultural Soils, Ecologically 
Important Lands, and Stream Buffer  

14 097-001-000 127.7 Main St Current or Potential Current or 
Potential Working Forests, Stream 
Buffer, Ecologically Important Lands, 
Agricultural Soils, Wetlands, and 
Open Fields 

15 100-002-000 50.6 Mountain Rd  Current or Potential Current or 
Potential Working Forests, Abutting 
Parcel, Aquifer, Ecologically 
Important Lands, and Wetlands 
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16 096-015-004 79.5 Main St Current or Potential Current or 
Potential Working Forests, Stream 
Buffer, Abutting Parcel, Ecologically 
Important Lands, Wetlands, and Open 
Fields 

17 101-009-000 132.1 Mountain Rd Current or Potential Current or 
Potential Working Forests, Stream 
Buffer, Aquifer, Ecologically 
Important Lands, Wetlands, Favorable 
Gravel Well Areas, and Agricultural 
Soils 

18 110-007-000 24.8 Andover Rd Stream Buffer, Ecologically Important 
Lands, Agricultural Soils, Wetlands, 
and Open Fields 

19 117-013-000 77 Tracy Rd Current or Potential Current or 
Potential Working Forests, 
Ecologically Important Lands, 
Agricultural Soils, Scenic Resources, 
Wetlands, and Open Fields 

20 120-002-004 15.7 Old Main St Abutting Parcel, Undeveloped 
Shoreline, Ecologically Important 
Lands, Scenic Resources, and Stream 
Buffer 
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Conservation Targets with Low Scores 

Out of the 20 parcels targeted for conservation by the NLCC, five were considered 
to be of low conservation priority.  Properties were labeled as low conservation 
targets if they had less than three resources co-occurring in one area. In some 
cases, three resources may co-occur but the area in which they overlap is so small 
that they were not considered a high scoring parcel.  Table 2 below lists the 
parcels with low co-occurrence scores. The parcels are also shown below in the 
map titled Low Scored Conservation Targets.  

Area B, identified in the map NLCC Conservation Targets, is an example of a low 
scoring conservation target.  Open fields is the only resource 
occurring in this area, giving it a score of one.  Information on 
this parcel, including lot #, acreage, location, and occurring 
resources, is listed in Table 2 below under ID # 4.   

New London’s Master Plan indicates the importance of open 
fields, agricultural soils, and scenic resources for future conservation in the town. 
Although the low scoring conservation targets contain some resources that were 
deemed important in the Master Plan, the town may want to re-evaluate having 
those parcels on the conservation target list. However, despite a low score, it may 
be decided that these parcels are still conservation targets because they contain 
characteristics important to the town.  

Low Scored Conservation Targets 
ID # Map/Lot # Acreage Location Occurring Resources 

1 047-001-000 99.2 Morgan Hill Rd Current or Potential Current or Potential 
Working Forests, Open Field, and Stream 
Buffer 

2 046-004-000 82.3 Little Sunapee Rd Current or Potential Current or Potential 
Working Forests 

3 046-002-000 22.2 Little Sunapee Rd Scenic Resources and Agricultural Soils 

4 109-007-000 18.1 Main St Open Fields 

5 137-005-000 2.02 Rt103A Stream Buffer, Ecologically Important 
Lands, and Wetlands 

B B 

Table 2 
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Recommended Conservation Targets  

Area C is located in the southeastern corner of the town by Cordingly Preserve. 
This section is an example of a high scoring area that 
has not been included as a conservation target. Area C 
is identified in the NLCC Conservation Targets map 
above, as well as the Recommended Conservation 
Targets map following Table 3. Information regarding 
this parcel’s lot #, location, size, and occurring 

resources can be found in Table 3 under ID # 27. The area contains scores as high 
as a six and has all of the following resources in some combination throughout the 
parcel: wetlands, agricultural soils, aquifers, stream buffer, current or potential 
working forest, ecologically important lands, and is an abutting parcel. The NLCC 
may want to consider adding this parcel to their conservation targets list because it 
contains diverse resources.  

Table 3 below is comprised of a list of parcels, along with their lot #, acreage, 
location, and occurring resources. The table contains possible conservation targets 
that scored a 3 or higher and are not considered by the NLCC. The Commission 
may want to re-evaluate their conservation targets list to accommodate these 
parcels.  

Recommended Conservation Targets 
ID # Map/Lot # Acreage Location Occurring Resources 

1 010-001-000 121.9 Morgan Hill Rd. Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Abutting Parcel, and Stream Buffer 

2 011-003-000 303.3 Morgan Hill Rd. Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Stream Buffer, Abutting Parcel, Open 
Field, and Ecologically Important 
Lands 

3 017-001-000 40.9 Burnt Hill Rd. Stream Buffer, Aquifer, Scenic 
Resources, Ecologically Important 
Lands, and Wetlands 

4 023-010-000 38.2 Pingree Rd. Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Abutting Parcel, Stream Buffer, and 
Ecologically Important Land 

C 

C 

Table 3 
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5 023-011-000 72.3 Pingree Rd. Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Abutting Parcel, Stream Buffer, and 
Ecologically Important Lands 

6 036-016-000 17.3 Pleasant St. Stream Buffer, Abutting Parcel, 
Aquifer, Undeveloped Shoreline, 
Ecologically Important Lands, 
Favorable Gravel Well Areas, and 
Wetlands 

7 037-008-000 129.9 Lakeshore Dr. Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Abutting Parcel, Stream Buffer, 
Ecologically Important Lands, and 
Wetlands 

8 051-015-000 119.9 Lakeshore Dr. Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Abutting Parcel, and Stream Buffer 

9 058-025-000 16.0 Newport Rd. Stream Buffer, Abutting Parcel, 
Ecologically Important Lands, 
Wetlands, and Scenic Resources 

10 058-026-000 34.3 Newport Rd. Abutting Parcel, Ecologically 
Important Lands, and Scenic 
Resources 

11 061-005-000 46.9 Pleasant St. Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Stream Buffer, and Abutting Parcel 

12 064-014-000 4.6 Lakeshore Dr. Undeveloped Shoreline, Ecologically 
Important Lands, and Wetlands 

13 078-009-000 35.3 Wilmot Center 
Rd. 

Stream Buffer, Aquifer, Ecologically 
Important Lands, Wetlands, and 
Open Fields 

14 081-016-000 9.9 Farwell Ln. Abutting Parcel, Ecologically 
Important Lands, and Scenic 
Resources 
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15 087-003-000 54.0 Hall Farm Rd. Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Stream Buffer, Ecologically 
Important Lands, Agricultural Soils, 
and Open Fields 

16 093-019-000 14.9 County Rd. Stream Buffer, Abutting Parcel, and 
Wetlands 

17 098-019-000 10 Andover Rd. 
(NH Route 11) 

Stream Buffer, Ecologically 
Important Lands, Scenic Resources, 
Open Fields, and Wetlands 

18 099-020-000 10.8 Shaker St. Stream Buffer, Ecologically 
Important Lands, and Wetlands 

19 101-003-000 32.3 Mountain Rd. Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Aquifer, Ecologically Important 
Lands, and Wetlands 

20 106-003-000 9.6 Bog Rd. Ecologically Important Lands, 
Stream Buffer, and Wetlands 

21 109-018-000 27.9 Main St. Open Field, Scenic Resources, and 
Ecologically Important Lands 

22 114-001-000 80.1 Between Baker 
Rd. and 
Kearsarge 
Valley Rd. 

Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Stream Buffer, Aquifers, 
Ecologically Important Lands, 
Favorable Gravel Well Areas, 
Agricultural Soils, and Wetlands 

23 127-001-000 63.6 Soo Nipi Park 
Rd. 

Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Undeveloped Shoreline, and 
Ecologically Important Lands 

24 127-002-000 57.9 Lakeside Rd.  
(NH103A) 

Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Abutting Parcel, Agricultural Soils, 
and Scenic Resources 
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25 130-006-000 33.9 King Hill Rd. Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Abutting Parcel, Ecologically 
Important Lands, Agricultural Soils, 
and Scenic Resources 

26 131-008-000 39.8 King Hill Rd. Current or Potential Working Forests, 
Ecologically Important Lands, and 
Scenic Resources 

27 136-007-000 102.9 Soo Nipi Park 
Rd. 

Wetlands, Agricultural Soils, 
Aquifers, Stream Buffer, Current or 
Potential Working Forests, 
Ecologically Important Lands, and 
Abutting Parcel 

28 120-002-003 12.6 Old Main St. Stream Buffer, Undeveloped 
Shoreline, Ecologically Important 
Lands, and Abutting Parcel 
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Summary 

New London has three areas that contain FGWAs.  These are areas where 75 
gallons of water per minute can be drawn from an aquifer.  New London currently 
draws its water from the aquifer beneath the esker in Little Lake Sunapee. Only 
one of the three FGWAs in the town lies on conserved land at the north end of 
Pleasant Lake. Two of the recommended conservation targets identified using the 
co-occurrence include these FGWAs. The town might consider these two 
recommended conservation areas in the future because New London may need to 
use these water resources for their drinking water supply.  

New London has very little undeveloped shoreline on its lakes and ponds, some of 
which is already conserved. The recommended conservation targets developed 
from the co-occurrence include undeveloped shoreline on Lake Sunapee, Clark 
Pond, and Pleasant Lake. Since there is very little undeveloped shoreline it is 
important to conserve what is still intact. This is because these areas act as a buffer 
to the waterbodies, providing some protection from pollution and development. 
Keeping New London’s lakes and ponds clean is essential to ensure that they can 
continue to be an aesthetic and recreational part of the town, as well as a useable 
habitat for wildlife and potential drinking water supply.  

Open fields and agricultural soils are important to conserve for their potential to be 
used for sustainable agriculture.  It may become convenient, or even necessary, for 
New London to produce its own food when fossil fuels are depleted. Open fields 
and agricultural soils are highly susceptible to development because of their 
drainage qualities, low slope, and lack of rocky soil. Only five of the 27 
recommended targets contain open fields.  Because few of the recommended 
targets contain open fields, the ones that do may want to be a higher priority. If the 
remaining open fields and agricultural soils become developed the town may not 
have the option of sustainable agriculture in the future.  

There are numerous areas throughout New London that are current working 
forests or have been identified as potential working forests. Working forests are 
important because if they are responsibly managed they can maintain an income 
for the town and landowner, provide sustainable timber products, and function as 
wildlife habitats.  As we get closer to peak oil, it may become necessary, or more 
feasible, for wood fuel to be supplied as a local, renewable resource.  Conserving 
current and potential working forests will keep the option for local lumber and fuel 
harvesting open to the town.  
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Large conserved land blocks are more beneficial to both plant and animal species. 
They can increase the biodiversity of the area, as well as support larger 
undisturbed habitats.  Large blocks also reduce the edge effect that is seen with 
smaller parcels. Edges occur where two habitats join together. Edge effect can 
have negative repercussions on both plant and animal species.  This edge can be 
caused by road development, or other changes in land cover.  An increase in nest 
predation is one result of edge because raccoons and parasitic bird species are 
known to target nests along the edge of forested areas. A small conserved block 
bordered by a road can also have an increase in mortalities. Larger species may be 
forced to cross the road to find larger blocks of suitable habitats.  Recreation also 
benefits from larger areas of land, allowing for people to enjoy more trails and 
possible wildlife sightings. Because of the benefits of linking conserved lands 
together, parcels that could achieve this may want to be more heavily considered 
for conservation priorities.   

Streams are a vital habitat for insects and vertebrates, as well as an important 
contribution to lakes, ponds, and wetlands. Much like waterbodies, they are 
susceptible to degradation from human influences such as development, roads, and 
pollution. Since the stream itself cannot be conserved, one way to help protect it is 
to identify, and conserve a buffer around the stream. This limits the amount of 
development that can be near the stream, this in turn decreases the amount of 
potential contamination sources. Stream buffers are well represented in the 
NLCC’s conservation targets; nine of the 16 high scoring conservation targets 
include stream buffers. 

Ecologically important lands are areas that have been identified in the Wildlife 
Action Plan. The town’s ecologically important lands are valuable because they 
provide wildlife habitat, represent undeveloped land, and support the concept of 
open space. The majority of the ecologically important lands in the New London 
area lay in the southern half of the town. They are well represented in both the 
NLCC’s conservation targets and the recommended target areas developed 
through this project, for instance ten of the 16 high scoring target parcels and 22 of 
the 27 recommended target parcels contain ecologically important lands. Because 
ecologically important lands cover so much land area, they might not be a high 
priority for conservation by themselves. 

Scenic resources, like open space and agricultural land, have been identified in the 
Master Plan as being important to the town’s rural character. Despite their 
importance to the town’s idea of open space, they have not been officially 
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identified. Local stakeholders should be engaged in a process where scenic 
resources are identified and compiled into a formal list. Once this list is developed 
and agreed upon, it can be used to more fully represent the scenic resources in the 
co-occurrence. Until this is completed caution should be used when identifying 
any parcels for conservation based on the scenic resources identified for this 
project. 

New London has approximately 15% of its land conserved. The effort put forth so 
far by the town, the ASLPT, SPNHF and the NH Fish and Game is well done and 
shown through the amount of land protected. The ASLPT has based its 
conservation around the Forest Society’s Everlasting Initiative. This document 
lays out important resources for conservation and has set a goal that each town 
conserve 25% of their land. The Everlasting Initiative lists recreational resources, 
working farms and forests so that New Hampshire can sustain itself, drinking 
water resources, and enough habitats to support native species as important to 
conserve. Conservation needs to continue in New London so that the goal set in 
the Forest Society’s Everlasting Initiative can be met. The co-occurrence can be 
used as a tool to determine future conservation priorities for the town and will 
make it possible to justify its conservation values. 
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