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VERTEBRATE RESOURCES 
REGIONAL CONSERVATION VALUES 

Figure 6 - 8, Regional Vertebrate Conservation Re-

source Values, is an excerpt from the SmartConser-

vationTM regional potential vertebrate resource val-

ues map.  That map is the result of combining and 

scoring the following vertebrate resources:   

• Potential Mammals Conservation Value 

• Potential Fish Conservation Value 

• Potential Herps Conservation Value 

• Potential Birds Conservation Value 

• Important Bird Areas (PA Audubon Society) 

The map in Figure 6 - 8 shows that Worcester 

Township has a full range of regional value for ver-

tebrate conservation resources.  Some areas, par-

ticularly the areas along the creeks, rank very high, 

scoring an 8, 9, or 10, putting that land in the top 

10% to 30% of all land in the region with regard to 

its value as potential vertebrate resources. 

This map indicates which parts of the township 

would be most suited to open space preservation 

for the Piedmont region to protect natural habitat 

for many kinds of vertebrates. 

TOWNSHIP CONSERVATION VALUES 

The regional vertebrate conservation resource val-

ues map was adjusted to score these resources just 

within the township.  For statistical reasons, the 
values had to be combined into a small number of 

groups, with approximately 20% of the land in each 

group.  The resulting map is shown in Figure 6 - 9. 

The resulting increase in value to this entire area, 

plus the recalibration to redistribute the percentiles, 

yields a map that is very different from the regional 

map.  Figure 6 - 9 shows that, when considering 

only the township values, the most valuable areas 

for vertebrate resources generally follow the streams 
and creeks. 

The major creekways have very high values all 

along their lengths, and a large area in the lower 
Zacharias Creek area also has some of the highest 

scores. 

This map indicates which parts of the township 

would be most valuable from the township’s per-

spective for open space preservation intended to 

protect natural habitat for many kinds of verte-

brates. 
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Figure 6 - 8 
Regional Vertebrate Conservation Resource Values 

A fox family at Merrymead Farm Photo: Scott Rothenberger 
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COMPOSITE OF CONSERVATION    
RESOURCES 

Of course, just because several resources are found 

at the same location does not necessarily mean they 
are the most important resources to be preserved or 

protected.  Earlier in this chapter, three maps were 

presented which showed the regional values for all 

the land in the township: Regional Aquatic Conser-

vation Resource Values (Figure 6 - 4), Regional Ter-

restrial Conservation Resource Values (Figure 6 - 6), 

and Regional Vertebrate Conservation Resource 
Values (Figure 6 - 8).   The scoring for each of the 

resources in these layers was done by several panels 

of experts in order to provide professional values for 

the various resources.  For more detailed informa-

tion about this process, please contact Natural 

Lands Trust. 

REGIONAL COMPOSITE CONSERVATION    
VALUES 

Figure 6 - 10, Composite of Regional Conservation 

Resources, is an excerpt from the SmartConserva-

tionTM regional composite conservation resources 

map.  That map is the result of combining the fol-
lowing conservation resources maps as if they were 

layers added together, with the scores for each area 

of land averaged together:   

• All the resources of the Aquatic Conservation 
Resource Values Map (Figure 6 - 4) 

• All the resources of the Terrestrial Conservation 
Resource Values Map (Figure 6 - 6) 

• All the resources of the Vertebrate Conservation 
Resource Values Map (Figure 6 - 8) 

In addition, another regional map layer was added 

to boost the scores of certain areas because of their 

value for endangered species: 

• County Natural Areas Inventory and Rare 
Plants.    

Because this map layer indicated no such resources 

in Worcester, it has not been included as an illustra-

tion in this plan. 

The map shows that Worcester Township has a full 

range of regional values for composite conservation 

resources.  Some areas, particularly along the 

Zacharias Creek, rank as high as the 80th and 90th 

percentiles, putting that land in the top 20% to top 

10% of all land in the region with regard to its value 
for the conservation of natural resources. 

This map indicates which parts of the township con-
tain the most valuable natural habitats for many 

kinds of plants and animals. 
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Figure 6 - 9 
Township Vertebrate Conservation Resource Values 

Photo: Dee Dee McGrane Wild Turkeys in Worcester 
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 Figure 6 - 10 
Composite of Regional Conservation Resources 
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Figure 6 - 11 
Remaining Regional Conservation Resources 
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MOST VULNERABLE COMPOSITE REGIONAL 
CONSERVATION RESOURCES 

In Figure 6 - 11, all parcels less than 5 acres which 

have been developed and any lands that have been 

preserved or are considered protected from devel-

opment (lands owned by the Commonwealth, 

County, or a municipality, and those on which fur-

ther development has been restricted by deed) have 

been eliminated from the Composite of Regional 
Conservation Resources (Figure 6 - 10) to create a 

new map, Remaining Regional Conservation Re-

sources.   

This map removes a lot of information, allowing the 

township to focus on specific areas of the township 

or specific properties for conservation efforts.  This 

map, however, is not intended to replace the over-

all map, Figure 6 - 10.  Each has its own value, di-

rected at different township actions. 

COMPOSITE TOWNSHIP-VALUE                
CONSERVATION RESOURCES 

As mentioned earlier, one of the limitations of using 

the regional maps for specific township conserva-

tion efforts is that the regional data do not consider 

township boundaries.  Worcester Township was 

interested not only in understanding the value of its 

natural resources to the region, but also in using the 

data to better understand the value of these natural 

resources to their township alone. 

Due to the fact that parts of the township are lo-

cated at the top of a watershed that is significantly 

degraded downstream, the Stony Creek watershed, 
those lands in Worcester are valued quite low for 

the region.  This is because, from a regional per-

spective, efforts to conserve natural resources in the 

Worcester portion of the watershed are likely to 

have little effect on the downstream problems.  For 

Worcester, however, efforts to conserve these same 

natural resources will have considerable effect in 
Worcester. 

For this reason, Montgomery County Planning Com-
mission was asked to produce another set of com-

posite conservation maps.  These are the Township 

Resource Conservation maps, Figures 6 - 5, 6 - 7, 

and 6 - 9.   

Just as the three Regional Conservation Resources 

maps were combined to create a Regional Compos-

ite map, the three Township Conservation Re-

sources maps were combined to create a Township-

value Composite map, Figure 6 - 12. 

Photo: MCPC Perkiomen Creek woodlands 
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Figure 6 - 12, Composite of Township Conservation 

Resources, is much different than the regional ver-

sion of this map.  While the Zacharias Creek still has 

some of the highest value lands, other areas also 

show up with high-value resources. 

This map also indicates which parts of the township 

would be most suited to open space preservation to 
protect a variety of natural habitats for many kinds 

of plants and animals, from a township perspective. 

MOST VULNERABLE TOWNSHIP COMPOSITE 
CONSERVATION VALUES 

As with the creation of Figures 6 - 2, and 6 - 11, all 

parcels less than 5 acres that have been developed 

and any lands that have been preserved or are con-

sidered to be protected from development (lands 
owned by the Commonwealth, County, or a mu-

nicipality, and those on which further development 

has been restricted by deed) have been eliminated 

from the Composite of Township Conservation Re-

sources (Figure 6 - 12) to create a new map, Re-

maining Township Conservation Resources (Figure 

6 - 13).   

Like the others, this map removes a lot of informa-

tion, allowing the township to focus on specific 
areas of the township or specific properties for con-

servation efforts.  This map is not intended to re-

place the overall map, Figure 6 - 12.  Each has its 

own value, directed at different township actions.   

The resources shown on this map could also be 

considered the only township-value conservation 

resources remaining to be preserved. 

This map illustrates that the areas along the tributary 

to the Skippack, most of the lands in the Stony Creek 

watershed, and some areas along the Zacharias 

Creek and its tributary along Hollow Road are large 
areas that are highly valuable and are still very vul-

nerable. 

Photo: David Brooks Monarch butterfly found in Worcester 

Photo: Pictometry Norriton Woods and the Garrett Bean Farmstead with Bean Road at top right and Stony Creek tracks curving through the woods 
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Figure 6 - 12 
Composite of Township Conservation Resources 
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Figure 6 - 13 
Remaining Township Conservation Resources 
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PROXIMITY TO EXISTING      
PRESERVED RESOURCES 
Another important factor in preserving open space 

is proximity to resources that are already preserved.  

This is the principle of synergy.  Enlarging an area of 

existing preserved resources has a greater impact 
than simply preserving the same number of acres in 

two or more unconnected areas. 

Natural Lands Trust generated a map that assigns a 

score for land based on its proximity to the most 

valuable areas of existing preserved and protected 

resources in the township. 

In the summer of 2005, Worcester became the first 
municipality in Montgomery County to work with 

NLT to identify and use actual land cover type(s) of 

each protected parcel in the township for the 

“protected lands proximity analysis” that NLT typi-

cally uses when ranking protected lands at the eco-

regional scale.    

The Open Space Committee was consulted with 

regard to the values of the various types of pre-

served resources.  On a scale of 1-10, the Commit-
tee determined: 

2  = housing association lands and active rec-
reation lands owned by state/county/township 

4  = farmed fields owned in fee by state/
county/township 

5  = farmed fields (privately owned) with a con-
servation easement 

6  = wooded areas owned in fee by state/
county/township 

9  = wooded areas (privately owned) with a 
conservation easement 

10 = wooded areas owned in fee by state/
county/township plus a conservation easement 

A recent (1999) aerial photo with the protected 

lands outlined on top was created; then landcover 

types were delineated within each protected land 

polygon; and finally the Township Open Space 

Committee ranked their protected lands according 
to the scale above. 

NLT then ran a continuum of protected lands analy-
ses for the Worcester Open Space Committee to 

review, using 0% to 100% of the protected land 

ranks as weights in the process.  Worcester selected 

the 50% weight to use in compiling their final parcel 

prioritization maps. 

These values were used to help generate the prox-

imity map so that, for example, two pieces of land 

equally distant from preserved or protected land of 

different value received more or less of a boost 
based on the value of the preserved land.  Then, 

these values were reduced as the distance from the 

preserved area increased. 

This map, Figure 6 - 14, indicates which parts of the 

township are located closest to the most valuable 

areas of existing preserved and protected resources.  

This map was also used in combination with the 

Composite Conservation Resources maps and the 

map that will be discussed next, Habitat Corridors, 
to create Comprehensive Composite Conservation 

Resources maps. 

 
Figure 6 - 14 
Proximity Values 
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HABITAT CORRIDORS 
Looking at the map of the entire Piedmont region 

sparks the question: how are there any animals at 

all in some places, since their land area scored so 

low?  And although a few animals can survive in 

such very poor habitat, that still doesn’t explain the 
many animals that do.  For example, why are there 

so many deer and raccoons in the suburbs?  Many 

of these animals have discovered or developed rela-

tively small pockets of habitat and narrow paths, or 

corridors, between larger habitat areas so that they 

can survive and move around in more developed 

areas.   

Natural Lands Trust also produced a map of the 

Piedmont region using computer analysis to calcu-

late from various layers of habitat data the corridors 

that are most likely used by animals to conduct their 

daily, seasonal, and life functions such as eating, 

drinking, mating, rearing young, hibernating, etc..   

In explaining the significance of these maps, NLT 

notes, “the long-term viability of ecological resources 

is COMPLETLY dependent on effective population-
scaled connectivity across the landscape. Without 

development of such networked ecological green 

infrastructure systems, the entire ecological basis of 

the ecoregion could be irrevocably compromised.”  

The process by which the habitat corridor, or green 

infrastructure, maps were created is only summa-

rized here.  For more detailed information, contact 

NLT. 

First, regional “nodes,” or large habitat areas, were 

identified and certain criteria were used to deter-

mine which nodes would be connected to each 
other.  In and around Worcester the nodes were 

large natural areas such as Evansburg State Park, 

the Norristown Farm Park and the Gwynedd Wild-

life Preserve.   

Then, barriers such as roads, railways and larger 

streams were scored based on the degree to which 

they would obstruct the movement of a generic, 

medium-sized mammal, such as a raccoon or fox.  

Using a 1-100 score range, the Pennsylvania Turn-

pike, for example was assigned a score of 100, 
whereas dirt roads were assigned a score of 5.  The 

presence of multiple barriers within a limited area 

was also considered. 

Although there were some limitations based on the 

available data, the scale of the data grid, and some 

other software considerations, the result is still useful 

to identify, in a general way, some of the most valu-

able habitat corridors in the region. 

The map is computer generated on a regional scale, 

and although it can be viewed on a local level, it is 

intended to give only a general idea of the location 
of these corridors.  The exact or best location should 

be verified and adjusted to reflect the actual condi-

tions on the land. 

Figure 6 - 15, Habitat Corridors, is an excerpt from 

this SmartConservationTM regional habitat corridors, 

or green infrastructure, map.   

Considering the amount of development in the area 

around Worcester, plus the location of Evansburg 

State Park along the western border, it is not surpris-

ing that the map, Figure 6 - 15, shows that Worces-

     Figure 6 - 15 
     Habitat Corridors 
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SUMMARY 
Worcester Township’s natural resources have been 

analyzed in combination in order to identify areas 

with concentrations of resources.  These areas were 
evaluated according to regional and local values.  

The results were then prioritized to identify the areas  

of unprotected resources in the township which 

would yield the highest concentration or value of 

resources if protected. 

This chapter will serve as the analytical basis for the 

recommendations and implementation set forth at 

the end of the plan. 

 

 

Photo: David Brooks Virginia Bluebells in Evansburg State Park 


