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Another perspective ...
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Use/Land Cover
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LULC Groupings
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2008 Aerial Imager
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Designated Growth Areas vs. 2010 Urbanized Areas
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Tree Canopy Metrics
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Existing Tree Canopy by Land Type
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Tree Canopy by Land Type
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Existing Tree Canopy w/in Riparian Corridor
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Riparian Tree Canopy by Land Type
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Existing and Possible Tree Canopy
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Possible Tree Canopy in Vegetated Area

Percent Possible Vegetation A
Tree Canopy by Watershed

(% 29.80-56.89 %
(7 56.90-64.85% N ALY
O 6486-73.06%
% 7307-8241%

. Watershed Boundaries o
(HUC 12)

N



Possible Tree Canopy in Impervious Area
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Tree Canopy by LULC
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Land Use Types
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Questions?

717-299-8333
www.co.lancaster.pa.us/planning




