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Agenda
1. Pay for Success 
2. Overview of proposed fund
3. Buyers, outreach, agreements and contracting
4. Q&A
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Benefits of RFBs

In addition to nutrient reduction…

➢ Wildlife habitat (coldwater fish, migratory birds)
➢ Drinking water protection
➢ Carbon
➢ Flood resilience
➢ Property values
➢ Other Chesapeake Bay Program Management 

Strategies



Drivers
● TMDL & WIP Goals
● MS4 Permits
● Voluntary Efforts
● MD CFA/CWCA
● PA CWPP
● & Others!

DE MD NY PA VA WV

Cumulative total (acres) 143 17,193 2,822 11,659 3,538 2,820

WIP III goal 692 19,821 8,743 96,971 58,375 5,898

Progress 21% 87% 32% 12% 6% 48%

Acres needed to reach goal 549 2,628 5,921 85,312 54,837 3,078

WIP III Goals and Progress by State for Riparian Forest Buffers (acres) 

Sources:
Table: CAST Model
Graph: CBP riparian forest buffer Management Strategy 

https://d18lev1ok5leia.cloudfront.net/chesapeakebay/2018-2019_forest_buffer_management_strategy.pdf


● Payment for OUTCOMES, not activities
● NO itemized budgets/receipts
● Invoice for contracted price
● Risk shifts to private sector
● Saves money and time

Pay for Success



Maryland’s Clean Water Commerce Program
1. Request for proposals

2. Entities bid $/lb N

a. Based on model

b. Include co-benefits

3. State selects projects 

4. Verification 

5. Payment

6. Cleaner water







Scoring and Selecting $21M of Outcomes



Chesapeake Bay Riparian 
Forest Buffer Outcomes 

Fund





Funding
Local
● Bonds
● FCA fee-in-lieu
● MS4 funds

Federal

● IIJA
● IRA
● EPA programs
● Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund 

(EPA)
● NFWF 
● Chesapeake Watershed 

Investments for Landscape Defense 
(Chesapeake WILD)

● RCPP
● SRF (via states)
● FEMA grants

State
● Chesapeake & Atlantic Coastal Bays Trust 

Fund
● State ARPA funds
● State of MD Reforestation Fund
● Clean Water Commerce Act 
● Bay Restoration Fund
● Clean Streams Fund

Private Foundations





● Outcome = Acres of riparian forest buffer established
● Chesapeake Bay Program Guide - what “counts” toward Bay Program 

goals
○ Rural: A-12. Forest Buffers and Grass Buffers 
○ Urban: D-7: Urban Tree Planting BMPs

● Recommended buffer width of 100 feet, 35-foot minimum buffer. 
● Verification of outcomes should follow the Chesapeake Bay Program 

Forestry Workgroup’s BMP Verification Guidance. 

Outcome Definition & Standard

https://d18lev1ok5leia.cloudfront.net/chesapeakebay/documents/Final_FWG_BMP_Verification_Guidance_May_2018.pdf
https://d18lev1ok5leia.cloudfront.net/chesapeakebay/documents/Final_FWG_BMP_Verification_Guidance_May_2018.pdf




Solicitation Scoring Criteria Max Points 
(out of 100)

       Cost Effectiveness 50

       Bidder Qualifications 20

Environmental Justice
● 80+ Socioeconomic Score on MDE EJ Tracking Tool 
● USDA:  historically underserved landowner

10

Climate change 
● flood control and mitigation; disaster resilience 10

Water quality
● prioritize impaired waterways 10
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Fund Management

National / regional:

● Chesapeake Conservancy
● NFWF
● Private investment company
● U of MD Environmental Finance 

Center

MD-focused:

● MARBIDCO (MD 
Agricultural & 
Resource-Based Industry 
Development 
Corporation)

● MDE
● MDA



Buyers’ Options
Direct Contract with 
Bidder

Transfer Contract  from 
Fund

Direct Purchase from 
Fund

Timing Day 0 Day 0 -> end Yr 5 After final payment (yr 5)

Risk to Buyer Highest Variable Lowest

Level of effort Highest Variable Lowest

Payments
All payments to 
project developer

Pro rata based on 
contracted schedule Single payment to fund

Who Earns $.01 Project developer
Project developer and 
Fund Fund
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Fund Outreach To Bidders:

● Direct email
● Meeting presentations
● Member associations

To Landowners:

● Most done by bidders
● Trade associations
● County farm bureaus
● Grain Producers Assn
● NRCS
● UMD Extension



Contracts issued under this fund will utilize the Full Delivery approach where the contractor takes responsibility for all elements of the 
project from design to maintenance. Payment is contingent on the contractor delivering verified acres of riparian forest buffers 
established. 

At the end of each phase, verification of the outcome will be assessed. 

Sample Agreement 

Phase Activity Payment

I Planting 30%

II After 1-2 years of maintenance 30%

III After 3-5 years of maintenance 40%



Price Assumptions
Full delivery price/ac 

established (including 
bidder margin)

Acres needed (60% 
rural, 30% suburban, 

10% urban)
Total

Rural/ag - 15 year contract $12,000 788 $9,460,800

Rural/ag - w/ easement $20,000 788 $15,768,000

Suburban - 15 year contract $20,000 394 $7,884,000

Suburban - w/ easement $86,327 394 $34,030,103

Urban - 15 year contract $45,000 131 $5,913,000

Urban - w/ easement $86,327 131 $11,343,368

Total needed to meet MD WIP 
goal (2,628 acres) $84,399,271



● Identify buyers and requirements
● Refine scoring criteria
● Assess challenges
● Adapt program before scaling up
● Urban/suburban/rural
● Howard, Carroll, Harford, Baltimore

Prototype



1. What do you think of the outcome, “acres of riparian forest 
buffer established?” 

2. Are there challenges to RFB implementation that this 
outcomes model does not yet address?

3. Is there anything missing for meeting regulatory 
requirements? 

4. Are there elements of the fund concept that you would 
suggest changing?

Questions/Discussion



Thank you

For follow up, email Phoebe Higgins:  phiggins@policyinnovation.org

mailto:phiggins@policyinnovation.org

