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protected and used “for conservational, educational, recreational, or aesthetic purposes.”
Ibid. § 3(a).

113. Colo. Const., art. XXVII, § 1.

114. N.C. Const., art. XIV, § 5.

115. See, for example, Mass. Const., amend. art. 49; Mich. Const., art. IX, § 35
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