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ABSTRACT

Land cover products derived from remotely sensed data are how widely used in forest ecology and management as
environmental layers for predictive modeling of wildlife distribution and abundance and as inputs to the design of
bio-monitoring programmes. In the boreal forest, there is an urgent need to quantify the effects of industrial activity
on wildlife habitat (e.g., songbirds and woodland caribou), in part to meet Environment Canada’s mandates under
the Species at Risk Act. Remote sensing data is the most likely spatially extensive data on habitat that can
potentially meet such mandates. The purpose of this study was to evaluate the relative efficacy of three recently
developed land cover products to describe forest habitat, by systematic comparison against a common vegetation
data layer at resolutions of 250m and 1km. Specifically, we evaluated the: GLC 2000 North American Land Cover
(NALC) 1km, 250m MODIS 2005 Land Cover Classification (LCCO05) and the 25m Earth Observation for
Sustainable Development of Forests (EOSD LC 2000) products. As ground truth data, we used an extensive suite of
georeferenced vegetation relevé data, pre-classified according to a standardized taxonomy of plant communities
(Canadian National Vegetation Classification). The study provisionally corrected ground truth data for temporal
changes in land cover due to fire and forest harvesting over the sampling period. Relations between the classified
relevé data and the land cover products are reported by means of user, producer and overall accuracy of a six
common class legend. Overall the MODIS 2005 LC product showed the most consistency in agreement with
independent reference data. The highest accuracy for all LC products was achieved with open to closed coniferous
forest that had accuracies as high as 87.24 +/- 4.28%.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Remotely sensed land cover data have long been used to develop explanatory or predictive models of the
distribution and abundance of species, especially birds (Gottschalk et al. 2005). These models typically include
many biophysical covariates such as climate and landform, with classified remote-sensed data as a surrogate for
terrestrial vegetation (Venier et al. 2004). The vegetation attributes locally important to terrestrial fauna include the
physiognomy of the dominant vegetation (e.g. tree, shrub, grass, lichen), the species composition, and forest
structural attributes such as height and density as vertically distributed in the various layers (e.g. forest canopy,
shrub and surface), all of which can be measured directly by intensive sampling at the plot level (~1ha). The
vegetation data historically available to modelers fall along a continuum of thematic precision from plot level data to
classified remote sensing data, with photo-interpreted Forest Resource Inventories (FRI) occupying some
intermediate position. FRI data have been extensively and successfully used for avian habitat modeling in temperate
(Fearer et al. 2007) and boreal ecosystems (Vernier et al 2008). Several studies have shown that FRI-based models
perform as well as models based on detailed plot-level data, at least for some forest songbirds (Vernier,
Schmiegelow and Cumming, unpublished data; Betts et al. 2006). One recent study compared models of grizzly bear



(Ursus arctos horribilis) habitat selection based on FRI and on classified remote sensing data (McDermid et al.
2009) and found that highly customized land cover data in fact improved upon the FRI models, provided that other
remote sensing measures (e.g. of productivity) were also included. This is encouraging because of the growing need
for habitat modeling over entire terrestrial biomes or continents (e.g. Buermann et al. 2008). At these synoptic
scales, remotely sensed land cover products are the only available description of terrestrial vegetation; however, it is
not clear is if any particular land cover product would be an adequate surrogate for vegetation structure over large
areas and across taxa.

Currently the authors and their colleagues are involved in a number of national initiatives to model the
distribution and abundance of songbirds (Bayne et al, in review), woodland caribou (Environment Canada 2008) and
waterfowl across the Canadian boreal and taiga. In these various projects there are presently three remote sensing
land cover products available as surrogates for terrestrial vegetation over these regions; EOSD LC 2000 (25m),
MODIS-2005 (250m) and GLC 2000-NCA (1km). Ideally, one of these would prove the best or at least an adequate,
surrogate for terrestrial vegetation for all the species in view. It follows that the purpose of this study is to evaluate
these three land cover products from that perspective. In our opinion, the choice of best product cannot be
determined simply by fitting competing models to the available taxonomic-specific observational data, because of
the confounding effects of abiotic factors over these large extents and the highly unbalanced designs of the various
contributing studies. Our approach instead is to compare the three products against a common set of standardized
plot-level vegetation data. We used for this purpose vegetation relevé data collected by Provincial and Territorial
governments for ecosystem classification. The data were assembled by the Canadian Forest Service as part of an
ongoing project to develop the Canadian National Vegetation Classification (CNVC), itself part of an international
initiative in circumpolar boreal vegetation mapping. The relevé data were classified by domain experts to standard
and ecological meaningful units known as vegetation associations (Baldwin and Meades, 2008).

In this paper, we report the results of the first phase or our study, conducted on a restricted study region mainly
within the boreal plains ecozone as contained in Alberta and British Columbia. We develop and critique a protocol
for selecting validation points from an available pool of CNVC ground plots at the association level. We then
develop a common legend of forested land cover classes for the three land cover products and assess their accuracy
against the CNVC reference dataset. We conclude with an outline of the next steps of the project. It may be possible
ultimately to help define a suitable land cover legend for habitat modeling and mapping based on physical or
ecological characteristics as well as spectral characteristics of the underlying sensor data. We suggest that would
establish and important and fruitful connection link between the ecological modeling, remote sensing and vegetation
mapping communities.

2 METHODS

2.1 Land Cover Products

The three land cover products were developed by the Canadian Forest Service — EOSD LC 2000 (25m), the
Canada Centre for Remote Sensing (CCRS) — MODIS 2005 (250m) and a co-operative effort between CCRS and
the United States Geological Survey (USGS) — GLC 2000-NCA (1km). These regional to global scale land cover
products were initiated in support of various land management, monitoring and reporting programs (Wulder et al.,
2008; Latifovic et al., 2004) and represent a substantial leap forward in providing readily accessible land cover data
for potential users in the sciences including use in wildlife modeling and monitoring. While each of these products
has undergone internal quality assessment and in some cases classification accuracy assessment there have been no
cross-comparison of all three products to a single ground referenced data set — one of the goals set out in this study.

Towards efforts to directly compare the three LC products to a common reference data set all three map legends
in Table 1 were converted to a common six class common legend of forest classes using a lookup table presented in
Table 2. This early initiative to compare land cover products focused mostly on mature forest with early seral stage
forest or regenerating forest classes being gleaned from those LC classes that characterized recent disturbances
events such as forest harvesting and fires e.g. classes 39 and 40 in MODIS, classes 21 and 25 in GLC 2000 and class
33 in EOSD LC 2000. Conversion of different scale and purposed land cover legends into a common legend may
reduce the accuracy of product assessment as some classes are lost or cannot be split in transferal. In particular
developing any sparse forest class was difficult with the GLC 2000-NCA product as this class usually only exists in
pure form in high to medium resolution classifications and transfers poorly to coarse scale legends.



O] PR OIS PRIEIERRAUON G
PV PWE I3JE JO SAXIfT PAEIAEA, UON b
sIpog ARfEgy (pAEIda, UON  Op
dp)-ymg e W] PR O T
g plo wonE s, amdy  (p
wmg jeasy uonEiEdey, wmdy  go
deaogngy fooryg woneiadag samds g
U, GRS o T-SSOQ-EpRS WA (E
= Q) L RRLLL CH R
HalEd WA LR
aemdy poospRag] 6T purEdon) EEGRE  pE
wedgy (pooapsiI  7ET TR0 pmidoy imesegsy  £E
BERR(] POREPRHIT (LD W 6 pmidoy imesegy  7E
sy EapRIg 77 TFUELRL TOREYEY BT oy P dor MOsEQEE  (F
wed(y (pEpEIg 777 PEREL LD TBA0D WAYEVSERA 0] [PURISEAD RI0J 6T
Rt | L G B[ PWEACUT 6T ABA0]) USRI B0 [E
Ry meaamos 17 (yuaoad) vare jumy (7 L = U MR B IR G B T, N
wadpy maaamien 717 BEY T pewap Apeod qUUS-GH PR RO GT
E I REL L R A wonyEyadey, asreds oo pRIOHO]  £7 HRYRAT- RO PRl 0] v
SerLfsae] 00T dn-ymg poe w77 R R R G R B Rt
aferopemyed amgmoudy 7R (ORI STp 25030 10 PEmg Plo) woneiaday, asteds USR] pARMOMOIL)] (7 ARA00 WS QEA-OOS - 5330} MOTRIOD asteds Ly, mosEgRy (7
prepdons amgmondy (7] Adowen uadp (ysaa0] ussiEtaay paara(apael wrodqms o7 SPUE[}, (MORRYEY (7
ALY (7] PEpOCKPIRTqRRS e prefdon) g1 1840]) S-SR SMORRGRE g
PR (11 predory g WOl ATRL] W PRl SRR (]
g 01 Wl Ll od que 1o andeqe - g s R PPN 91
TP, £8 W ol T PRI Bme §, 0} Anperalg o Adowe) wed () Jsming wesmAT-ApR PG 1
NS PRy, PR IadmT qonys sTeds Y PRy apradwa ], 61 Apara] wa] o} umipapy Adowe oy wadp jeerog 1amIon-mATgToa ] pRAR  F]
Deal} PIELAN, TR 1348 et ] asteds i uRlsELn Aetadura ] pl Ayaae] o] of umipajy Adowes usd fjeata ] smonpros-wsaiteay PR O]
TEAy, 02 peseEn Aetadura ], o7 Bumog, of Awpersuslsy wmo - Adoues wady psato] me[peotg MOTELIAT 7]
ey v Adowresy wady U= PRATAADEAL] IR pRaTa[pRol] PRI setadua] 71 Aanae] o] o} wipafy - Adowes wads feara] eapRolg motpaaT [
AR I Adowresy wadyy pueqqnngs wsardiaag paaraapeay aptadua (1 Aqrans] Wty w0 - Adewes wady - pauTer AEoo g tjsarof JEAlApAAl WAREAAY ()5
Lt et Adowresy wadyy pueqqnogs mongroa ] paars[peorg sjetadural  r Apanae] winrny w0 - Adoues wady - Arojerspup) ({a0]) uAIT (jsat0] FES[A[paR] WARATAAT (]
quig O Adoresy pasals ‘PIER[OO[S SOTQEaE] paarafprarg Aetadual g Aaae] Weotny w0 - Adouesy wady - Arojerspuy) ssof quapg cjsato] ES[A[pan UARAIAAT g
pedofaaag  pg Adower wadyy paass(a(pan)] 1o Jeapeorg peuify setedua] g Agraua] Wiotyy woepe [ - Adowe o wady - A0)sIap )] qUIMS-UATT (Jsad0] R[E[peR)] WeeldaaT %
e watEgpesodiy  £f Adower paso)n [pRaRs[E[pas)] 10 JeA[peoag paxip aetadua, 4 Aqrua ] Wty woapef] - Adowen wady - Mojstapu ) qofs-ss0 ] (1sad0] Ee[E[peR)] Weetdtaag [
ATy e Adowes pason ysaia] A paass[a[peey] aetedutal g Adowes pasan) A0 ] URRAIAAT-LOpoa ] PRI 9
EEN T o Adowes wady usatliaay passs[a[peey] aEtadutal o Adowes paso[n 2uma 7, 1510 SOTPoA]-WeAAAY PAKIR]  ©
e RITEE I T Adowes paso[n Weardiaay paaraapeay] aetadual, ¢ Adowes paso[n PO 0F MIGEQ (360 SOTELoR]-UeAEeAY PRI
ey, 7 Adoues paso[n sonproa ] paasa[peodg aeladura]  © Adoues pasoro saio EA[pROA] OMPTOR]  ©
P | Wil T mowsdonyay Adowes pasan westitaay paarelEpeel] sEtadue ] 7
a1 Wil 1 snousRowoy Adoues pasoln weatdtaay paarapapeey] AEtedway, |

0007 Q508 Wornass sy L FOH-0007 9 wondioss] sw]) anEy FUEEH] RRPRIRG {007 SO0 Monnasa sw) ey

Table 1. Class legends for MODIS, GLC 2000-NCA and EOSD land cover products.



Additionally, cut points for crown or canopy closure presented a challenge as different classification schemes had
overlapping cut points e.g. open forest in the MODIS legend was categorized as 25-40% crown cover, but in the
EOSD legend was categorized as 26-50%. Our end decision was to work with cut puts of less than 30% to define
sparse forest and aggregate classes within the same life form in the open to closed range with closure >30%. In part,
this decision was based on the desire to maintain and test the accuracy of some important ecologically meaningful
classes in the common legend e.g. conifer forest: sparse treed wetlands.

Dlatching Land Corer Class

& Corunon Class Legend BICDIS 2005 L 2000-HC A EOSD 2000
Broadleaved Forest: Open to Closed 311 319 231,222
Mizedwood Forest: Open to Closed 4 5.6, 13, 14 B, 7,8, 12 231,232
Coniferons Forest: Sparse Q.10 11,14 213
Coniferons Forest: Sparse/Treed Wetland 37,50 27 il
Comiferons Forest: Open to Closed 12,708 4 5 20 211,212
Begenerating Forest: Harvest/Bam 12, 15,39, 40 10,12, 15,21, 25 33, 51,52

Table 2. Lookup table for converting MODIS, GLC and EOSD 250m and 1km land cover products into the 6 common class
legend.

As a final step in the preparation of the land cover data for accuracy assessment the individual land cover products
were converted and mapped to the six class common legend of forest classes and resampled using a majority rule to
the appropriate pixel ground size e.g. resampling of the 25m EOSD LC 2000 to 250m and 1km and the 250m
MODIS LC 2005 to 1km.

2.2 Reference Data Set

The basis for developing our land cover reference data was a subset of measured relevé plots currently being
used to develop a classification of vegetation - the Canadian National Vegetation Classification (CNVC) across
Canada. The CNVC is a nationally standardized classification of Canadian vegetation at various levels of taxonomic
generalization. Classification units are preferentially developed from high quality measured relevé data (>70,000
relevés), provided by provincial and territorial ecological classification programs. The process attempts to engage
partners with relevant expertise, data and jurisdictional authority in all regions of Canada in order to develop the
classification units. The classification is based on floristic, ecological, and physiognomic criteria of measured data
and is a hierarchical vegetation-ecological taxonomy. Specifically, the upper levels of the hierarchy reflect growth-
form and physiognomic differences that are driven by broad climatic factors; the middle levels reflect biogeographic
and broad ecological variation at the continental and regional scales; and the Alliance and Association levels reflect
floristic and dominance variability in relation to local site-level ecology (Baldwin and Meades, 2008).

We were fortunate enough to gain access to ~1800 relevé plots for the western boreal plain, taiga plain and
sections of the boreal shield and boreal cordillera. These data represent a wealth of potential information that can be
used to derive an extensive ground referenced data set for assessing land cover products over large synoptic scales.
Working towards that goal we developed a detailed protocol for both converting the ground measured relevé plot
data into land cover classes and for vetting and time stamping disturbance events if and when e.g. fire or harvesting
may have altered the forest conditions or completely changed the land cover e.g. to regenerating forest.

Using summary data on overstory and understory species % crown cover and overall plot mean % cover, along
with site moisture conditions, and overstory species dominance we were able to develop equivalent land cover
classes for each of the 53 different CNVC associations present in our study site which were then rolled up into the
six classes in the common legend shown earlier in Table 2 with the exception of the regenerating forest: harvest and
burn class. Reference points for this class were gleaned through a process of flagging disturbed CNVC plots
according to the type and approximate year of disturbance and pooling these points into a regeneration class if time
since disturbance was less than approximately 15 years.



A protocol was developed to determine which CNVC relevé points could be used as reference land cover points
in our accuracy assessment of the three LC products including rules for flagging disturbances. We used a
combination of visual interpretation of the nearly 1800 relevé plot locations via 30m Landsat Canada mosaics from
1990 and 2000, and 2.5m SPOT panchromatic mosaics from 2006. A simple vector overlay analysis of these plot
locations was also used to flag reference plot locations for fire events in Alberta and British Columbia for the years
between 2006 and 1970. Additionally, an anthropogenic disturbance layer available from Global Forest Watch
Canada (GFWC, 2009) was also to vet out possible plots that experienced deforestation or land conversion e.g. to
roads or settlement. Given this was an initial assessment phase; we were conservative in our flagging of disturbance
events, only accepting points that made it through all the flagging procedures. In retrospect a secondary accuracy
assessment of the GFWC disturbance layer revealed a tendency for that product to overestimate the extent of
disturbances, particularly linear disturbances. For example, approximately 70% of the randomly selected points in
the GFWC linear disturbance layer were >500m from an actual disturbance because linear features in this layer were
buffered by 1km in each direction e.g. for all roads. This was evidently too broad of a definition of disturbance and
it is hoped a refinement of this layer will increase the number of CNVC points that can be evaluated with out
protocol and available for our reference data set. In sum total, 525 reference plots were vet out and used to develop
error matrices with the three land cover products being assessed.

2.3 Accuracy Assessment

A series of classification error matrices were prepared for comparison of the land cover products to the CNVC
common class reference data set using a neighborhood assessment approach. A discrete analysis was considered
inappropriate given that many of the relevés point coordinates were recorded off topographic maps prior to the
standard use of GPS in the late 1990s. To partially mitigate for spatial uncertainty associated with the coarse
precision reference data, point locations were buffered by 125m effectively producing a 250m diameter circular
neighborhood around each reference point. This reference neighborhood was then tagged with the reference land
cover class for the associated CNVC point. A simple intersection between each of the common legend land cover
products and the referenced neighborhood layer produced a series of possible matches to evaluate agreement
between the two layers. It follows that agreement rules as shown in Figure 1. were set up to evaluate matching
between the land cover products and reference land cover.

Using this method with both the 250m and 1km land cover data sets, a maximum of 4 potential pixels within the
reference neighborhood were evaluated for matches to the referenced LC point. Alternative methods that make use
of a mode or majority land cover class matching rule within a 3 x 3 window centered on the reference pixel are
commonly used in similar situations (Trans et. al, 2004). While typically a neighborhood approach will result in an
optimistic accuracy bias, especially in landscapes that are heterogeneous (Foody, 1996), the approach here was seen
as a balanced alternative to a purely discrete assessment given out uncertainty about spatial positioning of the CNVC
reference plots. Additionally, our use of a smaller reference neighborhood included fewer pixels (4) in the matching
process versus a 3 x 3 window (9) typically used in applying a modal or majority matching rule in accuracy
assessment.

User’s and producer’s accuracies were calculated and reported for each of the six common classes and reported
along with overall forest class accuracy. To provide some level of confidence in making inferences based on our
accuracy analysis confidence limits at the 95% level were derived for each of the error assessments from the
following formula:

p(1-p)

t - - -7
n-1 (Foody, 2008) (1)



Agreement Rules

1. Agreement was defined as a match between the reference land cover type and the
land cover type of atry pixel intersecting the neighbothood (radins =125m)

31 772 733 772 sutrounditg the reference locdion.

Ezample: Given CHVC reference class = mixedwood forest: opento closed, for a set
of EOBD land cover data the corresponiding class matches = 231 or 232,

211 211 212 52
At poitt Athe intersecting neighborhood vabies ave 211, 51, 212 and 232, Of these,
EOED class 232 matches the referetice land cover type. The sample is ertered into
211 51 5l 51 the error matrix as correct or agreed.
L]
e A *E 2. If all possible matches fadl the land cover class identified directly under the
referetice poitd is erdered irto the error mateiy as incorrect or disagrees.

212 EEY: k| 12

Ezxample: &t point B the land cover class vabie = 212, The sample is entered into the
ettor thattix as incorrect and repotted as an eror,

Figure 1. Neighborhood agreement rules for matching the reference land cover type and classified land cover products at 250m
and 1km. A neighborhood assessment of accuracy allowed use of reference data with lower spatial precision e.g.
referenced to 1:50,000 scale topographic maps.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

3.1 Comparison of EOSD LC 2000 and MODIS 2005 at 250m

The accuracy analysis for the 250m EOSD and MODIS land cover products are presented in Table 3. and Table
4. Each table states the producer and user accuracy for the product along with the 95% confidence level for each
class and total overall accuracy of all forest classes. It is immediately evident the highest class accuracy was
produced in the open to closed coniferous forest class in both land cover products, with EOSD LC 2000 having a
somewhat higher reported accuracy of 87 +/- 4.68%. Regardless, in both products the high accuracy and level of
confidence indicate a very good agreement of these products with the reference data set for open to closed
coniferous forest. In fact, both products show similar trends in the classes that produced the best and worst
accuracies for all conifer classes.

There were marked differences between the accuracies reported for broadleaf and mixedwood forest. In EOSD
LC 2000 broadleaved open to closed forest had a 68 +/14.98% agreement with the reference data, although the
user’s accuracy was very low suggesting a low probability that a pixel classified as broadleaf forest actually
represents this class on the ground. MODIS 2005 had the second lowest accuracy reported for the broadleaf open to
closed class. In contrast, MODIS showed a better agreement with the reference data than EOSD LC 2000 for
mixedwood forest at 50 +/- 7.84% for the producer’s and 73 +/- 8.33% user’s accuracy and indicates it may be
relatively reliable in representing mixedwood forest in the boreal plains. In summary, overall accuracies for the
forested classes for both land cover products were similar at 51 +/- 4.28% for EOSD LC 2000 and 56 +/- 4.25% for
MODIS 2005. Neither product showed any clear advantage outside of the differences in being able to accurately and
reliably represent mixedwood forest — which MODIS was superior at doing.



Producer’s Accuracy User's Accuracy

Standard  95% Lewvel of Standard  95% Level of

Ermor  Confidence (+-) Ermor  Confidence (+i-)
Class Label Y ¥ ¥ ¥ Y Y
Broadleaved: Open to Closed fi5 .42 T.64 1493 2857 476 933
Iiedwood: Open to Closed 1794 298 584 100.00 0.0o 0.00
Cordferons: Sparse 9.30 4.48 518 5114 20.20 3560
Cordferons: Sparse -Treed Wetland 3472 1013 19.90 20.00 6.41 12.55
Coniferons: Open to Closed 5724 239 463 21.04 270 530
Fegenerating: Harvest/Bum 5088 .68 13.09 58.00 105 1382
Overall Forest Class Accuracy 5115 2.19 428

N=2525

Table 3. Neighborhood assessment of user’s and producer’s accuracy for EOSD LC 2000 (250m) land cover product circa year
2000. Reference data sample size: broadleaved open to closed, n=38; mixedwood open to closed, n=167; coniferous
sparse, n=43; coniferous sparse treed wetland, n=23; coniferous: open to closed, n=196; regenerating: harvest/burn,

n=58.
Producer's Accuracy User's Accuracy
Standard  95% Level of Standard  95% Level of
Ermor  Confidence (+-) Ermor  Confidence (+i-)
Class Lahel Wi i i i Wi Y

Broadleaved: Open to Closed 1420 .00 1176 1724 7.14 1300
Mixedwood: Open to Closed 50.96 400 T84 350 425 833
Coniferons: Sparse 2330 669 1311 3333 R 1812
Coniferons: Sparse Treed Wetland 1384 749 14 68 7.50 422 827
Coniferons: Open to Closed 7958 292 573 TA3E 3.09 .06
Regenerating: Harvest/Bmn 56.25 5.58 1094 6322 578 1132
Overall Forest Class Accuracy 56.00 217 425

=525

Table 4. Neighborhood assessment of user’s and producer’s accuracy for MODIS 2005 (250m) land cover product circa year
2005. Reference data sample size: broadleaved open to closed, n=35; mixedwood open to closed, n=157; coniferous
sparse, n=40; coniferous sparse treed wetland, n=22; coniferous: open to closed, n=191; regenerating: harvest/burn,
n=80.

3.2 Comparison of EOSD LC 2000, MODIS 2005 and GLC 2000-NCA at 1km

The accuracy analysis for the 1km land cover products are presented in Table 4 through Table 6. As above, each
table states the producer and user accuracy for the product along with the 95% confidence level for each class and
total overall accuracy of all forest classes. Similar to the 250m land cover assessment the class with the highest
producer and user accuracies for all three LC products was open to closed coniferous forest. All three LC products
showed producer accuracies ranging from 69 to 73 +/ ~6% with MODIS 2005 having the most balanced user and
producer accuracies indicating that it is likely the most reliable product for mapping open to closed conifer forest.

In the open to closed broadleaved class EOSD LC 2000 showed a stark decrease in accuracy as compared to the
250m product; while MODIS 2005 showed an increase. These flipping of results between the 1km and 250m
products is likely a specious result due to the relatively small sample size of this class (n=38). Indeed, efforts will be
made in the next phase of this project to try and include more CNVC reference data in this category. This class was
a relatively straight forward cross match between classes so it is not likely there is much error caused by legend
transfer. However, broadleaved forest can often be confused with shrub classes as well. Further investigation into



Producer's Accuracy User's Accuracy

Standard ~ 95% Level of Standard  95% Level of

Ermor  Confidence (+-) Ermor  Confidence (+-)
Class Label Y Y % ¥ Y Y
Broadlearved: Open to Closed 36.84 193 15.54 1522 37 138
Iliedwood: Open to Closed 120 024 1.65 12.50 8.54 16.74
Condferons: Sparse 0.0a 0.0a 0.0a 0.0a 0.0a 0.0a
Cordferous: Sparse -Treed Wetland 1739 5.08 1554 10.00 4.50 542
Coniferons: Open to Clogsed T96 318 623 5458 3.0% .04
Fegererating: Harvest/Burm 5028 .68 1309 T6.32 6.99 13.70
Owerall Forest Class Accuracy Jo.o64 2.11 4.13

=525

Table 5. Neighborhood assessment of user’s and producer’s accuracy for EOSD LC 2000 (1km) land cover product circa year
2000. Reference data sample size: broadleaved open to closed, n=38; mixedwood open to closed, n=167; coniferous
sparse, n=43; coniferous sparse treed wetland, n=23; coniferous: open to closed, n=196; regenerating: harvest/burn,

n=58.
Producer’s Accuracy User's Aceuracy
Standard  95% Level of Standard  95% Level of
Ermor  Confidence (+-) Ermor  Confidence (+-)
Class Lahel Y i i i i i

Broadleaved: Open to Closed 30 7.50 1469 2368 .00 1370
Iixedwood: Open to Closed 3158 388 70 50.00 494 069
Coniferous: Sparse 2000 .41 1235 5114 1373 2690
Coniferons: Sparse -Treed Wetland 455 4.55 291 3ES 33 T7.54
Coniferons: Open to Cloged 6311 335 6.57 61.40 333 .52
Regenerating: Harvest/Bum 62.50 545 10638 6249 547 1073

&1 Other Mon-Forest

Overall Forest Class Accuracy 40.33 2.1% 4128

=525

Table 6. Neighborhood assessment of user’s and producer’s accuracy for MODIS 2005 (1km) land cover product circa year
2005. Reference data sample size: broadleaved open to closed, n=35; mixedwood open to closed, n=157; coniferous
sparse, n=40; coniferous sparse treed wetland, n=22; coniferous: open to closed, n=191; regenerating: harvest/burn,

n=80.
Producer’s Accuracy User's Accuracy
Standard  25% Level of Standard  95% Level of
Ermor  Confidence (+-) Ermor  Confidence (+i-)
Class Lahel Y i i i Y Y

Broadleaved: Open to Closed 1842 6.37 1249 3684 1137 2238
Iixedwood: Open to Closed 3852 in 740 S6.14 467 013
Coniferous: Sparse 46.51 T.70 15.08 2300 487 053
Coniferons: Sparse -Treed Wetland n.aa 0.an 0.00 0.00 0.00 n.aa
Coniferons: Open to Cloged 7092 335 6.37 5409 in .10
Regenerating: Harvest/Bum 1379 487 055 4,20 1320 26.05
Overall Forest Class Accuracy 45.61 2.1% 427

N=3525

Table 7. Neighborhood assessment of user’s and producer’s accuracy for GLC 2000-NCA (1km) land cover product circa year
2000. Reference data sample size: broadleaved open to closed, n=38; mixedwood open to closed, n=167; coniferous
sparse, n=43; coniferous sparse treed wetland, n=23; coniferous: open to closed, n=196; regenerating: harvest/burn,
n=58.



the other land cover categories that were confused with broadleaved forest might provide additional insight into the
low reported accuracies. Furthermore, at the 1km scale we start to see the effects of averaging taking place on some
of the more spatially isolated classes of which broadleaved forest particularly in areas surrounding long narrow
riparian zones may be averaged out at these coarser scales. The same could be said for sparse coniferous treed
wetlands that reported extremely low accuracies for all products. Assessment of the 25m EOSD LC 2000 product
may prove useful for these land cover types that are smaller in extent and spatially isolated in the landscape.

In looking at the early seral stage class of regenerating forest both EOSD LC 2000 and MODIS 2005 showed
considerably better agreement with the CNVC reference data set than did the GLC 2000-NCA. In fact, the MODIS
LC accuracy was marginally higher at 62.5 +/- 10.68% in comparison to the equivalent 250m assessment. A closer
look at both the 1km EOSD LC 2000 and MODIS 2005 product, reveals regenerating forest had the highest user
accuracies of any of the six common classes indicating there is good probability that a given pixel on the ground will
actually represent this class. User accuracy was also higher for both EOSD and MODIS LC products in comparison
to the 250m data. Many of the sampled points in the regenerating forest class were located in cut block areas that at
a scale of 1km would be a mosaic of regenerating forest mixed with remaining mature forest. It is interesting to note
how the 1km pixel size appears to be able to integrate and possibly improve mapping of this structurally complex
pattern on the landscape. A larger sample size would improve our confidence in making such inferences in future.

Overall, the MODIS 2005 land cover product again had the highest overall forest class accuracy in this instance
49.33 +/- 4.28% although the GLC 2000-NCA product had similar levels of agreement with the reference data set.
EOSD LC 2000 showed a markedly lower accuracy as compared to the other two LC products and even in
comparison to the 250m assessment of EOSD LC 2000.

In such extensive regional assessments of land cover, products derived from larger foot print sensors and those with
high temporal resolution such as MODIS may have an advantage over higher spatial resolution sensors such as
Landsat. Because the production of large regional scale land cover maps requires stitching together numerous
Landsat scenes there are additional inconsistencies in classification caused by radiometric inconsistency between
neighboring tiles with different acquisition dates and acquisition conditions that can be minimized with MODIS. In
the next stage of this project we intent to evaluate EOSD LC 2000 at its native resolution of 25m which may in fact
be where the true advantage of this product becomes evident.

4 CONCLUSIONS

At these synoptic scales, remotely sensed land cover products are the only available description of terrestrial
vegetation. In this paper we successfully develop a protocol for selecting an independent set of reference data from
vegetation relevé data originally collected for the CNVC in Alberta and British Columbia. These data are then used
for evaluating the accuracy and ability of three land cover products: EOSD LC 2000, MODIS 2005 and GLC 2000-
NCA to represent six common forest land cover classes in the boreal plain. While it is not clear is if any particular
land cover product would be an adequate surrogate for vegetation structure over large areas and across taxa this
initial phase of our study provides some insights into the which products and forest classes might best suite that
role. After summary accuracy assessments of the three LC products were conducted at 250m and 1km the LC
product showing the best overall consistent agreement with the independent reference data was MODIS 2005. In
terms of individual classes, the highest accuracy for all LC products was achieved with open to closed coniferous
forest at 250m that had accuracies as high as 87.24 +/- 4.28%. Regenerating forest was also consistently mapped
well in comparison to other forest classes.

Steps forward in the next phase of this project will include revisiting some of the rejected CNVC reference
points based on our improved knowledge of the GFWC disturbance layer inaccuracies. Once an exhaustive set of
reference data are developed new accuracy assessments will be performed. Additionally, these data will be used as
direct input into bird modeling and possible integration of FRI data. We will also consider how these land cover
products could be directly linked to the observational wildlife data and discuss some implications for the appropriate
use and possible improvement of land cover products for species habitat modeling.
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