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Background on the Potomac and ICPRB
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* The Potomac River Basin spans ~14,700 square miles,
covering parts of Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia,
Pennsylvania, and Washington, DC.
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* |tincludes the PotomacRiver, its major tributaries, and
thousands of miles of streams that feed into the
Chesapeake Bay.

» About 6 million people rely on the Potomac for drinking
water, making it one of the most important water
sources on the East Coast.

* The basin includes a diverse landscape — from A
Appalachian headwaters to Fast-growing suburban corridors s
and the urban core of DC. E7 oo




What is ICPRB

What is ICPRB?

* The Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin (ICPRB) was
established in 1940, with a mission to protect and enhance the waters
and related resources of the Potomac River Basin.

* |t works across state lines to solve water issues that no single
jurisdiction can address alone.

* Because the basin spans 5 political jurisdictions, ICPRB serves as a
neutral, science-based convener.




LAND PRIORITIZATION MAPPING TO PROTECT FOTOMAG
DRINKING WATER QUALITY: A TIMELINE :
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Land Prioritization Mapping for Protecting
Drinking Water Quality (2025)

Potomac River Basin Drinking Water Source Protection Partners kip 1ame | SEeman Q

ABOUT US

- PRIORITY ISSUES - RESOURCES - CONTACT US

Ranking parcels to protect drinking
water quality and their potentialto -~
degrade long-term water quality

ADDITIONAL READING

» Forest Cover Imgacts on Drinkiog Wakor
Utility Treatiment Costs in « Lage
Watwr b}

« Watershed Protection

= Deiting Matrriah

https://www.potomacdwspp.org/priority-issues/watershed-protection/land-prioritization-mapping-for-protecting-drinking-water-quality

LAND PRIORITIZATION MAPPING FOR
PROTECTING DRINKING WATER
QUALITY

Conserving land to protect drinking water

Quastion:

Which parcels of land in the Potomac River basin are
the most beneficial to drinking water?




TR State Boundaries

Lake Erie
Major Rivers »
Waterbodies { Allegheny
() Huca Basins v
() Fy20 Study Area %5 Susquehanna
FY25 Study Area .5
NMiles "% 40\ %
R 30 120 & & ; z
_ & Pennsylvania =
* Juniata River "‘2
" Delaware
' % e
! ‘;'66, Vi,
o, g,
\
% -
@Qe\ ST R o.“\,s;‘a’
o ; oy Bl
2 Potomac M land |
Upper Ohlo {Mdnangahela Viaryland * |
Upper Chesapeake,
o .
3 'MDN y
Middle Omo_ o awet

i

G ,““\eﬂ
Kanawha
§ r e
qer W
. Big Saridy- Gree™"
| Guyandotte 4
! 2
—
o
&
g o
i __Upper Tennessee
::h“wﬂ . - =

' Virginia

/ 4"".3
o
2 B *®
e
tower Chesapeake

Chowan-Roanoke

| District of
+ Eolumbia

R,

{‘a.
&
Chesapeake Bay
i
N d

.,

W NOEARGEC ad siler e faians

ICPRB

[T T Ve T,



Overview of Land Prioritization Process

|dentify protected agricultural and forest lands

|dentify potential opportunities for agricultural and fForest protection (inverse of protected lands
|dentify geospatial metrics to quantify protection priority

Calculate geospatial risk metrics

Evaluate correlation of metrics

Develop cumulative prioritization for non-correlated metrics
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Forests
+ Agricultural Areas
- Protected Areas
= Opportunity Areas
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U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Gap Analysis Project (GAP), 2024, ,_;*’ L \
Protected Areas Database of the United States (PAD-US) 4: P \..‘

Chesapeake Bay Program Protected Lands Dataset 2023.

Opportunity areas include agricultural and forested lands T S s i }L {CPR
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(government owned, under easement, etc.) USGS. 2023.

Annual National Land Cover Database (NLCD)



Land Use

Land Cover Percent

Forest 57

Agriculture 20
Developed 12
Other 11

Data source: 2023 National
Land Cover Database (NLCD)
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L Forest (FOR)

Includes:

* NLCD Code 41 — Deciduous Forest. Dominated by trees that shed leaves
seasonally.

* NLCD Code 42 - Evergreen Forest. Dominated by trees that retain leaves
year-round.

These areas are typically used for timber production, wildlife
habitat, watershed protection, and recreation. They are critical for maintaining
ecological balance and water quality.




f Agriculture (AG)

* NLCD Code 71 - Grassland/Herbaceous. Natural or semi-natural grasslands, often
used for grazing.

* NLCD Code 81 — Pasture/Hay. Managed grasslands for livestock grazing or hay
production.

* NLCD Code 82 — Cultivated Crops. Areas used for growing crops like corn,
soybeans, vegetables, etc.

These lands are primarily used for food production, livestock grazing, and agricultural
operations. They may also include rural open space and managed landscapes.




Prioritization metrics
Schematic for normalized values (0-100 scale)

<€ >
Lowest priority For conservation Highest priority for conservation
0 100
Longer distance from WakerWay......c.vvuiiieiiieiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeneenn Shorter distance from waterway
Lower percent source water protection ar€a.......ccoeeevviiiiiiiiiiiinneennnnn. Higher percent source water protection area
Longer distance from Urban ar€as........oovvveiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeneennen, Shorter distance from urban areas
Lower Karst EranSmiSSIVIEY . ....ouuieiieiieiiiii i eeeeeeeneenees Higher karst transmissivity
Other land use............ Urban............... Agriculture.............. Forest
Longer distance to high quality streams......c.coovviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinene, Shorter distance to high quality streams

Longer distance to Floodplains......couvveeiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e Shorter distance to floodplains




Distance from Waterway

Parcels closer to streams and rivers are
prioritized due to higher potential to
impact water quality

Data Source: US EPA. 2024. ATTAINS Assessments.
https://www.epa.gov/waterdata/attains
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New York

% Source Water
Protection Area in e
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Areas identified as important for
Source Water Protection
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Area (SPA) for each HUC12 unit in the NHDPlus version 2.1
National Watershed Boundary Dataset snapshot.
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Karst Transmissivity

Areas with high karst transmissivity are
prioritized because they allow Faster
contaminant transport.

Data Source: Weary, D.J., and Doctor, D.H., 2014, Karst in the
United States: A digital map compilation and database: U.S.
Geological Survey Open-File Report 2014-1156, 23 p.,
http://dx.doi.org/10.3133/0fr20141156.
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New York
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Future Land Use — 40

States

Future land use, where major land use
categories are given priority rankings, with
forest and then ag being the highest
priority for conservation
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High Quality Streams A el

Protects existing high-quality water
bodies by prioritizing nearby parcels.
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Areas closer to the floodplains
received a higher priority because they
are more hydrologically connected to
the surface waters, making them
vulnerable to events that may impact

downstream drinking water quality. s
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Metric Correlation

High Quality % HUC in Future Land

Streams Floodplains Urban Area

Waterways SWPA Use

Distance from
Waterways

Distance from High
Quality Streams

Distance from
Floodplains

Percent HUC in SWPA

Karst Transmissivity

Distance from Urban
Areas
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Future Land Use
(2050)



Cumulative Prioritization,

Grid

All 7 metrics summed using equal weights
(except Karst) and normalized 0-100.
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Cumulative Prioritization,
/Zoomed In
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Cumulative Prioritization, g
Parcels ~ T
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Cumulative Parcels,
Zoomed In
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“High Priority” Parcels,
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“High Priority” Parcels,

by County

Defining high priority using natural breaks classification
within each county. Using this approach, parcels are
ranked 1-5 according to the range of values Found within
that county.
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High priority acres / Call to Action

Study area and County scale

Jurisdletion AL O LR ey - Users are encouraged to obtain the
e I geospatial layers and identify local high-

priority areas based on their own
threshold of interest.

Maryland 24 756,151 323,092 « GIS data are available upon request.

« |CPRB is available individually to discuss

District of Columbia 1 53 0

P lvani 67 4 369,724 3,638,808 c .

SR how you might use this data and talk
Virginia 133 3249 311 1866.894 about your specific areas of interest.
West Virginia 55 2,988,571 2,391,232

Scan to request the data
or learn more!




Questions/Discussion

Megan L. McClaugherty (she/her)

IC PRB Aquatic Ecologist |

L 1 Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin
potomactiver.org

(301) 450-2658 [Teams)
mmecclaugherty@icprb.org
www.potomacriver.org

Sign up for our newsletter

Scan to
request
the data

Renee L. Thompson (she/her) or learn more!

ICPRB Water Resources Planner
potomacriver.ocg Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin

301-274-8139
rthompson@icprb.org

[www.potomacriver.org Jwww.potomacriver.org
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Sign up for our newsletter
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