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Summary of Key Outcomes 

• Over 1,400 survey responses and 45 stakeholder interviews were completed for the 
Local Food System Action Plan. 

• Rising costs, limited infrastructure, and staff capacity were identified as the leading 
challenges for food-related businesses; land access, affordability, and economic 
pressures continue to threaten producer viability region-wide. 

• The draft plan will be released for public comment on May 22, with the comment 
period running through June 12. 

• A follow-up Steering Committee meeting was scheduled for Tuesday, May 6, at 1:00 
PM to continue the discussion of draft recommendations. 

• The plan remains on schedule for completion by the end of June 2026. 
 
Discussion Summary 
 
Community Outreach and Survey Findings 
Brenna reported that outreach for the plan included more than 1,400 survey responses 
from 149 food-related businesses, 29 responses from targeted focus groups (food service 
directors, food trucks, farmers markets, land trusts, and municipal planners), and roughly 
45 interviews with stakeholders. Outreach also included a social media campaign, 
newsletters, flyers, and a table at the February SNEACTS conference. Survey results 
pointed to rising costs, inadequate on-site infrastructure, and limited staff capacity as the 
top challenges for businesses; retailers cited unreliable supply and distribution; and 



consumers prioritized affordability, freshness, and nutrition. Needed infrastructure 
improvements included value-added processing, cold storage, and shared wholesale 
facilities. 
 
Producer and Stakeholder Interview Findings 
Lydia summarized interview findings indicating that land access and affordability are 
foundational barriers for producers across sectors, including aquaculture. Many producers 
rely on off-farm income to remain viable, and state grants, including funding that supported 
two farm stands, have proven critical where accessible. Producers described climate 
change as a driver of production losses and rising infrastructure and labor costs, and noted 
that limited capacity, rather than a lack of interest, prevents broader participation in 
collaborative planning efforts. 
 
Farmland Conservation Tools: APR, Chapter 61A, and CPA 
The Committee discussed limitations of the Agricultural Preservation Restriction (APR) 
program. John clarified that APR functions primarily as a soil-protection tool rather than an 
economic development program for current farmers, is roughly half federally funded 
through NRCS, and was recently made more flexible by state legislative action. Lydia noted 
that valuation issues prevent some interested landowners from using APR and stressed 
that multiple conservation tools, including CPA funds and conservation restrictions, are 
needed. Hampton described the difficulty municipalities face in responding to Chapter 61A 
right-of-first-refusal notices within the 30-day statutory window, citing a 133-acre cranberry 
parcel as an example, and noted that partnerships with land trusts, such as Wildlands 
Trust, can help towns track and proactively respond to at-risk parcels. The group also 
discussed the adoption of the Community Preservation Act, land bank models (including 
Nantucket's property-transfer-funded land bank and a similar proposal pending in 
Plymouth), and NRCS farmland-of-local-importance mapping, which Bill noted was nearly 
complete in Plymouth before a federal shutdown paused the program. 
 
Role of Private Donors and Land Trusts 
Howard raised the possibility of private donors and benefactors temporarily holding 
property to relieve pressure from the 30-day response window, citing past examples of 
major local donors. Lydia agreed that donors and land trusts play an important stewardship 
role, but Meg cautioned that land trusts sometimes acquire farmland without the capacity 
or expertise to keep it in active production. The Committee agreed that recommendations 
should explicitly recognize the role of private donors and ensure land trusts partner with 
farmer-support organizations. 
 
Dormant Agricultural Land and Wetlands Reversion 
The Committee noted that the extent of dormant agricultural land in the region has not 
been quantified and would require cross-collaboration with local assessors. Hampton 
raised concern that farmland classified as wetlands loses its agricultural exemption if left 
dormant, creating a time-sensitive urgency to reactivate such parcels. Rita suggested that 



the plan also consider unplanted arable land that was never previously farmed, not only 
formerly active farmland. 
 
Draft Recommendations 
Brenna presented the first recommendation theme, expanding and protecting local food 
production, including tracking Chapter 61 land, building land trust capacity, formalizing 
partnerships among land trusts, municipalities, and the state APR program, supporting 
farmer housing, and reactivating dormant farmland. Committee members proposed 
strengthening the recommendations to require land trusts to collaborate with farmer-
support organizations and organizations such as CMAP and County Extension to develop 
model lease templates, and to ensure farm-support oversight when land trusts acquire 
property for agricultural use. Rita cited examples (Buzzards Bay, Westport Land Trust, 
Dartmouth Natural Resources Trust, Mass Audubon) where conservation and active 
farming have successfully coexisted. 
 
Next Steps and Public Comment Period 
With time remaining limited, Joanne confirmed the draft report will be released on May 22 
for a three-week public comment period ending June 12, and that a follow-up Steering 
Committee meeting was needed to complete the discussion of recommendations before 
the draft is finalized. After reviewing availability, the group confirmed a follow-up meeting 
for Tuesday, May 6, at 1:00 PM. Joanne asked members to identify community events 
during the comment period that would be suitable for public outreach. 
 
Next Meeting 
 
Tuesday, May 6, 2026, at 1:00 PM — continuation of recommendations discussion. 
 


