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We synthesized a deep learning model and weighting scheme for canopy height and uncertainty estimation.

Canopy height is estimated from GEDI, seasonal optical and SAR data.

Canopy height is estimated for high latitude forests where GEDI data is scarce.

The use of seasonal data decreased the estimated canopy height error by 0.45m .

Highest uncertainty of canopy height estimation was found close to forest edge.
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ABSTRACT

Accurate estimation of forest canopy height is crucial for assessing aboveground biomass and carbon
stock dynamics to support ecosystem monitoring and associated services such as timber provisioning,
climate change mitigation and biodiversity conservation efforts. Despite significant advancements
in spaceborne LiDAR observations in recent years, data for northern high latitudes remains scarce
due to orbital and sampling limitations. This study presents a methodology for developing spatially
continuous high-resolution canopy height and uncertainty estimates using Deep Learning Regression
models. Our approach leverages multi-source and multi-seasonal satellite observations from Sentinel-
1, Landsat, and ALOS-PALSAR-2 sensors, and uses spaceborne GEDI LiDAR observations as refer-
ence. Experimental results conducted in Ontario, Canada, and evaluated against airborne LiDAR data,
demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed approach. Our models achieved the best performance,
that is comparable to GEDI data alone, when seasonal features from Sentinel-1 and Landsat bands,
combined with PALSAR data are used in model training. Specifically, the best-performing model
achieved an 2 of 0.72, with an RMSE of 3.43m and a bias of 2.44m. Using seasonal data instead of
summer-only data increased explained variability by 10%, reduced canopy height error by 0.45m, and
decreased bias by 1m. The weighting strategy applied in the deep learning model proved more effective
in reducing the error of tall canopy height estimation compared to a recent global model, although this
led to overestimation for low canopy heights. The uncertainty map indicated higher uncertainty for
estimates close to forest edge where GEDI observations can present measurement errors and SAR
backscatter foreshortening, layover and shadow are expected. This study advances canopy height
estimation methodologies for regions not covered by spaceborne LiDAR sensors, providing valuable
tools for various remote sensing applications in forestry, environmental monitoring, and carbon stock
estimation.

1. Introduction

Airborne Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) is the
preferred means to provide highly accurate and precise mea-

Accurate estimates of forest aboveground biomass (AGB)
are essential for assessing forest carbon stocks and their
change over time to support policies for climate change
mitigation, resource management, and biodiversity conser-
vation (Asner et al. (2014); Mitchard et al. (2014); Stovall
et al. (2021)). Canopy height, a variable that can be directly
obtained from remote sensing observations, is used as a
predictor of AGB in many studies because of their close
relationship (Asner et al. (2014); Jucker et al. (2017);
Carreiras et al. (2017); Csillik et al. (2019); Qi et al. (2019);
Hentz et al. (2018); Silva et al. (2021). Canopy height is
also critical to accurately estimate carbon removal rates,
as the rate of carbon assimilation into biomass increases
continuously with the size of trees (Stephenson et al. (2014)).
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surements of canopy height and unlike field observations,
allows for height measurements to be taken from remote and
larger areas in a timely manner. However, airborne LiDAR
(ALS) campaigns have limited spatial coverage and tend to
be expensive, leading most of the acquisitions to focus on
areas of high-value forests (Wulder et al. (2012); Tompalski
et al. (2021)). In this sense, the Global Ecosystem Dynamics
Investigation (GEDI) spaceborne LiDAR sensor onboard the
International Space Station (ISS) offers a unique opportunity
to overcome this challenge. The GEDI mission uses a laser
altimeter to measure the distance from the ISS to the Earth’s
surface with high accuracy and spatial resolution (Dubayah
et al. (2020)). GEDI does not provide a spatially continuous
canopy height map. Instead, it captures 25 m spatial reso-
lution footprint samples over the Earth’s surface following
a sparse-grid-based sampling pattern between 51.6° N and
51.6° S. GEDI samples are spaced every 60 m in the along-
track direction and 600 m in the across-track direction (Liu
et al. (2021)).

To extrapolate GEDI LiDAR measurements and build
wall-to-wall canopy height maps, many studies make use
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of other sensors data and machine learning methods. For
example, Qi et al. (2019) used GEDI to improve height
estimates provided by TanDEM-X InSAR in sites located
in the United States and Costa Rica. At a national scale,
Sothe et al. (2022) used both ICESat-2 and GEDI LiDAR
observations together with Sentinel-1 and -2, PALSAR-2
data, and a random forest model to map forest canopy height
in Canada at 250 m spatial resolution with mean error of 4.2
m. At a global scale, Potapov et al. (2021) used GEDI canopy
height data with Landsat data and a tree ensemble model to
produce a 30 m spatial resolution forest canopy height map
with mean error of 9.1 m. More recently, Travers-Smith et al.
(2024) used satellite LiDAR from ICESat-2, Landsat data
and a random forest model to map canopy height of northern
forest-tundra areas in Canada.

A common limitation with tree ensemble methods like
random forest is that predictions are resulting from the
average values of many decision trees, which undermines
their ability to predict canopy height for very short or tall
canopy height values Wright et al. (2017); Travers-Smith
et al. (2024). Most importantly, tree ensemble methods ex-
hibit high sensitivity of predictions to input data quality,
poor performance with a small training dataset, and failure
to extrapolate prediction beyond the bound of the training
dataset Hengl et al. (2018).

Recent studies indicate that deep learning (DL) methods
can enhance the accuracy of canopy height maps compared
to conventional machine learning approaches due to their
ability to learn complex patterns without relying on hand-
crafted features Fayad et al. (2024). DL models can ef-
fectively capture the relationships between input features
and canopy height and provide flexibility in network archi-
tecture and loss function optimization, which can improve
predictions of extreme height values Fayad et al. (2024).
For instance, Lang et al. (2023) developed a probabilistic
DL model that fused sparse GEDI height data with dense
Sentinel-2 optical images, producing global canopy height
maps at 10-m resolution with a root mean square error
(RMSE) of 7.9 m. Fayad et al. (2024) used a vision trans-
former (ViT) model with a discrete/continuous loss formu-
lation to map forest canopy height in Ghana, increasing
sensitivity to tall trees. Similarly, Liu et al. (2023) utilized
airborne LiDAR data, 3-m Planet imagery, and a U-Net
CNN model to predict tree height and cover in Europe,
achieving an average RMSE of 5.4 m. At regional scales,
Tolan et al. (2024) employed a self-supervised DINOv2
model to produce 0.59-m resolution canopy height maps for
California (US) and Sa@o Paulo (Brazil), a significant im-
provement in spatial resolution over previous studies (Lang
et al. (2023); Potapov et al. (2021)). However, this approach
relied on airborne LiDAR and high-resolution Maxar im-
agery, rather than freely available remote sensing data, and
required multiple high-end GPUs, which poses a challenge
for many research groups Wagner et al. (2024). Wagner et al.
(2024) achieved a submeter canopy height for California
using a regression U-Net Ronneberger et al. (2015) CNN
model trained on 0.6-m USDA-NAIP imagery and airborne

LiDAR, reporting an average RMSE 1.6 times lower than
Tolan et al. (2024).

The latest studies showed that DL methods associated
with high-resolution LiDAR and optical data improved
canopy height estimation accuracy (Liu et al. (2023); Wag-
ner et al. (2024); Tolan et al. (2024)). However, while
ALS data availability is restricted to limited regions of the
globe, some of the above-mentioned studies use commercial
satellite data which are not accessible to some groups,
and none of them include the freely available SAR or
optical satellite observation features as predictor variables.
In addition to making the model more robust when having
multiple observation from different seasons, optical data
from multiple seasons can provide the model with phe-
nological patterns that can be useful to differentiate forest
types and canopy height values. However, optical sensors
only measure reflected sunlight from the Earth’s surface
which despite showing a correlation to canopy height and
consequently to AGB (Barbier et al. (2010); Couteron et al.
(2005); Ploton et al. (2013)), tend to saturate at tall canopies,
40 m - 50 m Potapov et al. (2021); Tolan et al. (2024);
Wagner et al. (2024)) or high biomass forests (150-200
Mg/ha; Lu et al. (2012); Ploton et al. (2013)). Side-looking
synthetic aperture radar (SAR), an active sensor that trans-
mits microwaves at a given wavelength and measures the
backscatter, can penetrate through forest canopies, with the
depth of penetration increasing with increasing wavelengths
(Le Toan et al. (2011)). In addition, the signal saturation
from optical data severely impacts their ability to provide
accurate height estimates of dense canopies, especially
when using conventional tree ensemble machine learning
algorithms, which are unable to learn from the spatial
context of the observation at the pixel scale. DL algorithms
extract relevant features from raw data as it passes through
the network, alleviating the need for hand-crafted features,
and have more flexibility in network architecture and loss
function optimization (Fayad et al. (2024)).

Sothe et al. (2022) reported an underestimation of canopy
height in Canada. They attributed this to the lack of GEDI
observations in that province and many other locations in
Canada as GEDI does not cover high latitudes. In this
context, Ontario is a province with a considerable area
situated south of 51.6° N which made it possible to em-
ploy most of the GEDI observations to train the model
in Sothe et al. (2022) study. Ontario is the second-largest
province of Canada with 70.5 million hectares of forest,
which represents about 2% of the world’s forests and 20% of
Canada’s forests (Forest Resources of Ontario, 2021). On-
tario’s forest includes temperate, boreal, and tundra forests
with distinct coniferous, mixed and deciduous forest regions
for which we have large collection of ALS data that can
support methodological developments for estimating canopy
height for areas outside GEDI coverage. Therefore, it is
important to understand how a forest canopy height map
could be improved if a model is trained for this province
using more complex methods such as DL algorithms that
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provide spatially continuous uncertainty map and allow for
customized weights and make use of spatial features.

Although machine learning models generally exhibit
high predictive skill, they often lack spatial uncertainty
quantification, which can mask significant inaccuracies in
specific areas Duncanson et al. (2022). Uncertainty maps are
critical for decision-making, helping to identify areas where
estimates are unreliable and may need to be excluded from
analysis, or treated with particular consideration Lang et al.
(2022, 2023). However, relatively few studies provide un-
certainty maps alongside canopy height maps, highlighting
a gap in the current research that warrants further exploration
Lang et al. (2022, 2023).

Here we evaluate the performance of Convolutional
Neural Networks with Uncertainty estimates (UCNNS) us-
ing the negative log-likelihood of the Laplace distribution to
provide spatially continuous canopy height estimates with
a measure of uncertainty. Experiments were conducted for
2019 and 2020 in the Province of Ontario, Canada, where
temperate, boreal and tundra forests typical of high latitude
forests are found. To reduce autocorrelation, we apply spatial
cross-validation splitting the study region into five non-
overlapping areas. Specifically, we conduct various exper-
iments to investigate (1) the UCNN model performance
compared to GEDI observations alone, (2) the benefits of
incorporating geographic location and seasonal information
from optical and SAR sensors, (3) the characteristics of
forested areas with the highest canopy height estimation
uncertainty. Through these experiments, we contribute to
advancing canopy height estimation methodologies for areas
that are not covered by GEDI footprint using advanced
machine learning techniques.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Study Area

Experiments were conducted between 2019 and 2020
in Ontario, Canada, the country’s second-largest province,
spanning over 1 million square kilometers (1.076 million
km?) (see Figure 1). Ontario’s climate exhibits a continental
nature, characterized by humid conditions in the south,
featuring cold winters and warm summers, transitioning to a
sub-Arctic in the north. The province’s forests are classified
into four primary regions: the Hudson Bay Lowlands in the
far north, the boreal forest region, and the Great Lakes—St.
Lawrence Forest in the south and central areas, and the
deciduous forest in the south encompassing temperate, bo-
real and tundra forest types of norther high latitudes. The
Hudson Bay Lowlands is dominated by stunted Tamarack
and Black Spruce well-drained areas with occasional pres-
ence of White Birch, Dwarf Birch and Willow. Ontario is
part of the Boreal Shield Ecozone which contains conifer
species such as Black and White Spruce, Jack Pine, Balsam
Fir, Tamarack and eastern White Cedar and few deciduous
species like Poplar and White Birch. The Great Lakes—St.
Lawrence Forest is dominated by deciduous species such as
Maple, Oak, Yellow Birch, White and Red Pine, and mixed
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Figure 1: Map of the study area. The highlighted region is the
study area for which airborne LiDAR data is available from
the Forest Resources Inventory Leaf-on LiDAR dataset of the
Government of Ontario.

forests containing White Pine, Red Pine, Hemlock, White
Cedar, Yellow Birch, Sugar and Red Maples, Basswood and
Red Oak. The deciduous forest is the southernmost region
in Ontario, dominated by agriculture and urban areas with
scattered woodlots containing mainly southern deciduous
trees and trees that are found in the Great Lakes—St.

2.2. Data
2.2.1. Satellite data and pre-processing

In this study, we use spaceborne observations from
Landsat 7 and 8, Sentinel-1, ALOS PALSAR-2, and GEDI
sensors, all acquired and pre-processed on Google Earth
Engine (GEE) platform (Gorelick et al., 2017). Sentinel-
1 and ALOS PALSAR operate in the C and L bands,
respectively, capturing complementary structural details of
the trees, with the first mainly interacting with leaves and top
of the canopy while the latter interacts with tree branches and
trunk. Meanwhile, Landsat sensors provide spectral infor-
mation crucial for modeling vegetation dynamics, capturing
reflectance information from the forest.

The datasets were projected to a common EASE-Grid
2.0 North projection with WGS 84 datum at 30-m spatial
resolution to align with Landsat pixel size. Our dataset spans
from 2019 to 2020, aligning with the availability of ALOS
PALSAR-2 and GEDI data availability. For each year, we
constructed corresponding seasonal composites for Land-
sat and Sentinel-1 data, alongside a one-year composite of
PALSAR-2. The three monthly median seasonal composites
were computed for Winter (January to March), Summer
(June to August), and Fall (September to November), for
each year to capture the dynamic changes within the study
area. Spring data was excluded from our analysis due to
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substantial spatial variability because of the varying pres-
ence of snow between April and May across the study area.
We hypothesize that by leveraging these different covariates,
including optical, SAR, location, and seasonal information,
the neural network will be able to identify changes in tree-
related information including structural and spectral aspects
of the vegetation.

To address issues of outliers, noisy data, and gaps in
the median seasonal composites for Landsat and Sentinel-1
imagery, we introduce the Seasonal Image Composite Algo-
rithm (SICA), as detailed in Alg. 1, developed on the GEE
platform. Inspired by the Multi-year Best Available Pixel
(BAP) (Thompson et al., 2015) algorithm, SICA facilitates
the generation of smooth image composites for both optical
and SAR data by calculating the median value of all valid
observations at each pixel location over the analyzed period.
In cases where a pixel lacks enough valid observations for a
given year and season, SICA employs a recursive approach
to retrieve data from the same season in previous years at
the same pixel location, as outlined in Alg. 1. This strategy
mitigates the impact of data acquisition gaps on computed
statistics, ensuring the robustness of the generated image
composites. The algorithm is also easily adaptable to various
types of sensors, depending on the criteria defined for valid
observations.

For Sentinel 1, we used the Sentinel-1 SAR GRD dataset
on GEE. We selected images acquired with the VV (vertical-
vertical) and VH (vertical-horizontal) polarizations, inter-
ferometric wide (IW) instrument acquisition mode, and as-
cending orbit pass options. For Landsat, we included Tier 1
surface reflectance images from Collection 2 for the Landsat
7 and 8 instruments available on GEE to increase the data
availability in each season, thus increasing the probability of
getting cloud-free imagery. We employed a quality filter to
remove all pixels flagged as Dilated Cloud, Cirrus, Cloud,
or Cloud Shadow based on the QA_PIXEL bit mask. For
Fall and Summer composites, we also excluded snowy pixels
from further analysis. Since the available bands differ in the
Landsat 7 and 8 surface reflectance products, we selected
bands corresponding to blue, green, red, near-infrared (NIR),
and shortwave infrared 1 (SWIR 1) and renamed these bands
to harmonize the data structure for the three datasets. We
then merged the collections into a new harmonized Landsat
image collection before applying the recursive compositing
scheme. For ALOS PALSAR, we used the associated one-
year composite, selecting the HH and HV polarizations.

From GEDI, we used GEDI L2A relative height 98th
(rh98) metric acquired during the summer months (June to
August) for each year, filtering out the weak coverage beams
and low-quality data using the quality flag information. The
rh98 has been used in others research showing high align-
ment with reference products (Sothe et al. 2022; Duncanson
et al. 2022; Liu, Cheng, and Chen 2021). Furthermore, we
implemented exclusion criteria for samples exhibiting nega-
tive values and those surpassing 40 meters. These criteria
were established based on our prior understanding of the

forest species and likely tree heights prevalent within the
study area.

2.2.2. Reference airborne LiDAR (ALS) data

To validate the accuracy of both GEDI data and the
model’s performance, we utilized the Leaf-on airborne Li-
DAR (ALS) product acquired from the Forest Resources
Inventory (FRI) from the Ontario GeoHub data archive (On-
tario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2022). This is a high-
resolution LiDAR product with a minimum point density of
25 points/m-2 captured via an airborne platform, specifically
designed to map various vegetation attributes such as tree
cover, density, and height. For our experiments, we retrieved
canopy height raster products spanning from 2019 to 2020.
The ALS data includes a canopy height map structured into
non-overlapping raster tiles, each sized at 1000x1000 pixels
with a spatial resolution of 0.5m, resulting in approximately
28,000 tiles per year to cover their study area. Figure 1
provides an overview of the geographical coverage encom-
passed by this campaign.

2.2.3. Comparison with high resolution global canopy
height map

The performance of our models and GEDI data was
compared against the performance of META Global canopy
height maps Tolan et al. (2024) using ALS data as a
reference. With 1 m spatial resolution, this dataset offers a
comprehensive view of tree canopy height worldwide with
eighty percent of the data obtained from imagery acquired
between 2018 and 2020. This dataset was generated using
DiNOv2 Al model Oquab et al. (2023), presenting canopy
height with reported mean absolute error of 2.8 m for some
reference areas.

2.3. Methodology

In this study, we estimate spatially continuous high-
resolution GEDI canopy height and uncertainty using en-
sembles of DL regression models. As illustrated in Figure 2,
our approach involves leveraging data from various satellites
to train a Fully Convolutional Neural Network (FCN) Long
etal. (2015) rooted in the ResUnet Diakogiannis et al. (2020)
architecture. Specifically, we integrate data from three satel-
lite sources, Sentinel-1, Landsat-7 and -8 sensors, and ALOS
PALSAR-2, along with geographic coordinates as covariates
to predict the GEDI rh98 canopy height across the study
area.

Our methodology is divided into four stages: data ac-
quisition, data preprocessing, model training, and model
inference, as outlined in Figure 2. The data acquisition stage
involves collecting remote sensing data from the aforemen-
tioned satellite sources, (Figure 2A) following the procedure
outlined in Section 2.2.1. During the data preprocessing
(Figure 2B), to reduce autocorrelation effects, we split the
study area into non-overlapping regions, ensuring that the
training and testing data are spatially independent. This
approach helps to reduce biases in model performance eval-
uation and enhances the generalization of predictions across
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Figure 2: Pipeline of the proposed methodology. a) Descriptions of the data acquisition process. b) Illustration of the data
preprocessing strategy followed to extract the training samples. c) Diagram of the neural network optimization procedure phase,
and d) illustration of the inference approach using ensemble of neural networks.

varied landscape conditions. Within each region, we gener-
ate a dataset comprising coregistered patches, extracted from
all covariates and the target variable, using a sliding window
approach with overlap.

During the model training stage, coregistered patches
serve as input to the neural network, which is optimized
to simultaneously predict both canopy height and the cor-
responding uncertainty at the pixel level (Figure 2C). To
address different sources of uncertainty, we utilize an ensem-
ble of neural networks, each trained on distinct subsets of
the training and validation data from spatially independent
regions. In the inference stage (Figure 2D), this ensemble is
applied to generate final predictions for canopy height and
associated uncertainty across the test regions.

The subsequent sections elaborate on the detailed model
training procedure, the architecture of the neural network,
and the methodology used for quantifying uncertainty dur-
ing inference:

2.3.1. Model Learning

Let S = {x, y(i)}fi , represents the set of observed
data drawn from an unknown joint probability distribu-
tion J(X,Y), where N corresponds to the total number
of samples, and the x? € X, y € Y pair represents
the covariates and the target variable, respectively, the goal
of our work is to approximate the underlying conditional
probability distribution of P(Y /X), by learning a nonlinear
regression function f, : X — Y through a neural network.
In this scheme, each sample x() € RwWXwxe (i) g Ruxwxd

pair corresponds to multidimensional coregistered square
patches, where w represent the spatial dimensions, ¢ the
number of input covariates, and d the number of target
variables.

Similar to (Nair et al. (2022)), we optimize the network
parameters 6 by minimizing the Negative Log likelihood
(NLL) loss of the Laplace distribution:

N Ny g0 o)
NNL=—— Z D ’A() +10g(2b(')) (1)
i=1 j key® J k

where i) and b are the neural network expected value
and uncertainty estimates, respectively, for a given input
sample x, where V® is a set of valid pixel coordinates
in the GEDI map (y), and Ny, represents the associated
number of valid pixels.

In this approach, the network outputs a two-channel map
P, € RMXWXZ where the first channel is associated with the
expected canopy height (the estimated mean (4?)), for each
pixel location, and the second one with the corresponding
uncertainty (B(i)) estimates. For a Laplace distribution, the
variance is given by Var = 2(13("))2 Kotz et al. (2012).
During training, because GEDI reference y”) data is sparse,
we masked out pixels without observations during the op-
timization process using a coordinate matrix V@, which
contains the corresponding valid GEDI observation loca-
tions. Since GEDI rh98 exhibits a skewed distribution, with a
long tail for high canopy height values, analogous to (Yang
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et al. (2021); Steininger et al. (2021)), we use a weighting
function f,( y(,’) ) to improve the model’s performance across

the entire target domain. In particular, f,, (yy)) adjusts the

cost according to the inverse of the kernel density estimate
(KDE) of the target variable distribution, where rare height
sample values are more heavily penalized in comparison to
frequent height values. Then, the loss function becomes,

N NV(‘) "(’) (’)
i ke
NNL=—— 2 DI, (}C) L +1og(2b<’ )
i=1 j key® j,k
)

where fw(y;i)k) is given by:

" -1
wo-(ge) o

where M, K and h are the total number of data points, a
Kernel function and the bandwidth, respectively.

We optimize the neural network using the NLL of the
Laplace distribution instead of the Normal because the
former exhibits greater robustness to outliers (Nair et al.
(2022)), thus improving the estimates for both the canopy
height mean and uncertainty statistics. In this sense, the
Laplace distribution is a suitable fit for our data, as we have
observed some GEDI samples that display inconsistencies
with the intended target, despite filtering for strong and high-
quality beams. This phenomenon has been widely docu-
mented in other works (Lahssini et al. (2022); Fayad et al.
(2021); Tang et al. (2023)), where these errors are generally
associated with the effect of weather conditions, such as
clouds, transitions between forest and non-forest areas, and
geolocation errors.

2.3.2. Neural Network Architecture

Figure 3 illustrates the neural network architecture em-
ployed in this study, which is a variation of the ResUNet-a
model introduced by Diakogiannis et al. (2020). Our adapta-
tion involves optimizing the model by reducing the number
of parameters and operations. These modifications were
implemented to streamline the architecture, thereby improv-
ing computational efficiency and speeding up the training
process. This adjustment was deemed necessary due to the
extensive experimentation conducted in this study.

In particular, our version of the ResUNet maintains
the fundamental structure of the original model, featuring
encoder and decoder sections reminiscent of the UNet Ron-
neberger et al. (2015) framework. However, instead of using
several atrous Chen et al. (2017) parallel convolution opera-
tions in the residual blocks, we opted for traditional residual
blocks, as illustrated in Figure 3(b). This design choice not
only substantially reduces the number of parameters and
convolutional operations across the entire network architec-
ture but also makes the network less prone to overfitting.

This is particularly significant given the challenges posed
by noisy GEDI samples resulting from adverse weather
conditions and geolocation errors encountered during the
acquisition stage.

As depicted in Figure 3(a), the input data undergoes
convolution with a [1, 1] kernel size followed by a Batch
Normalization loffe (2015) layer to increase the number of
features to the desired initial filter size. According to Di-
akogiannis et al. (2020), the rationale behind choosing a
convolutional layer with a [1, 1] kernel size is to prevent
potential information loss from the original image. Using
a larger kernel size could lead the network to aggregate
information from neighboring pixels, potentially resulting in
a loss of detail or context.

Following the initial convolutional operation, the en-
coder portion of the network takes charge of processing
the data. This phase involves a series of steps including
residual blocks and downsampling operations. Specifically,
downsampling is achieved through convolution with a [1,
1] kernel size and a stride of two, effectively doubling the
feature maps.

Following the encoder stage, the decoder component
comes into play to restore the spatial dimensions of the
image. This is accomplished through upsampling oper-
ations using nearest neighbor interpolation, followed by
normed convolution with a kernel size of one. Referred to
as Conv2DN, this normed convolution process comprises a
single 2D convolution followed by a Batch Normalization
layer, aimed at refining the resolution of convolutional
features as detailed in Diakogiannis et al. (2020).

To integrate the corresponding encoder and decoder
feature maps, skip connections are established through the
Combine layers. These layers concatenate the two inputs and
subject them to normed convolution, adjusting the feature
count to the desired size, as illustrated in Figure 3(c). Fi-
nally, the output of the network is a 2D convolutional layer
featuring two outputs with linear activation functions.

Compared to the original ResUNet-a model, which con-
tains 52 million trainable parameters, our adapted model
significantly reduces complexity to 8.8 million parameters.
This 5.9-fold reduction not only enhances computational
efficiency but also makes the model less prone to overfitting
and more robust to noise in the data, thereby improving
its generalization capabilities. Additionally, this reduction
in model complexity significantly decreases experimental
time and hardware requirements, enabling the execution of
multiple experiments in a shorter timeframe.

2.3.3. Uncertainty Estimation

Analogous to Lang et al. (2022), our approach employs
ensembles of neural networks to characterize both aleatoric
and epistemic uncertainty, as illustrated in Figure 2. In
our methodology, each model in the ensemble outputs a
Laplace(j1, b|x) distribution, as described in Section 2.3.1.
Each model is trained to capture and quantify the uncertainty
inherent in the data (aleatoric uncertainty) through the b
estimates. This uncertainty originates from both covariates
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Figure 3: Overview of the ResUNet network. (a) The left (downward) branch is the encoder part of the architecture. The right
(upward) branch is the decoder. The last convolutional layer has as many channels as there are distinct classes. (b) Building block
of the ResUNet network. Each unit within the residual block has the same number of filters with all other units.

and GEDI observations, which are affected by factors such
as sensor limitations, weather conditions, and geolocation
errors. On the other hand, the variations in estimates among
the model ensembles for corresponding predictions repre-
sent the epistemic uncertainty. High concordance among
the models indicates lower epistemic uncertainty, whereas
significant variability suggests higher epistemic uncertainty.

Formally, the ensemble’s output derived from the mix-
ture of distributions is formulated as:

Ne
Y = ) m,Laplace(ji,, b,|x) )

e=1

where 7z,, e = 1,2, ..., N, are the mixing probabilities that
. N, .
satisfy 7, > O and } * 7z, = 1, and N, indicates the
number of model constituting the ensemble.
The total mean (first moment) and total variance (second
moment) are given by:

o? = E[Y?] - (E[Y])?

N, N,
(Z m(Efo])) - (Z nu)
e=1 e=1

E[(Y — p)*]
2

NE NG 2
A2, A2 "
= ) (6, + ;) — <2 o i,
e=1 e=1 (6)
NE Ne 2
~2 ~2 ~
= ﬂe(o-e + )ue) - Z ToHe
e=1 e=1
N, . E 2
A2 ~2 ~
= 7,0, + Z TeH, — Z T,
e=1 e=1 e=1

Assuming equally probability z, = 1/N, and Laplace
variance 62 = 2b2, we have:

N 2 Ne 1 Ne 1 Ne 2
9 21— | & 72 L 2 ~
E[Y]=p= ) nh, ) El-wl= N, Pt N, &t T\ N, &t
e=1 e=1 e=1 e=1
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@)

where the first term in Eq. 7 corresponds to the aleatoric un-
certainty and the second’s one to the epistemic uncertainty.

While the adopted strategy allows us to quantify the total
uncertainty of predictions, this does not necessarily indi-
cate that the estimated uncertainty is well-calibrated Laves
et al. (2019, 2020); Kuleshov et al. (2018); Dawood et al.
(2023). Calibration in this context refers to the alignment
between the model’s predicted uncertainties and their actual
reliability Zhang et al. (2023).. A well-calibrated model
not only provides uncertainty estimates but also ensures
that these estimates accurately reflect the true variability
in predictions. Ideally, a well-calibrated model exhibits a
linear relationship between predicted uncertainty and actual
prediction errors Laves et al. (2019, 2020); Kuleshov et al.
(2018). This means that for a given uncertainty level, the
average error of the model’s predictions should correspond
closely to the predicted uncertainty. Achieving calibration
is crucial for ensuring the reliability and usefulness of un-
certainty estimates in making informed decisions based on
model predictions.

Among the different approaches to calibrate models,
we adopted the Platt-based Platt et al. (1999) scaling strat-
egy, adapted for regression problems in Laves et al. (2019,
2020); Kuleshov et al. (2018)because it does not modify
the predictive performance of the model. Instead, it only
adjusts the uncertainty outcomes to ensure they are well-
calibrated. This approach allows the model to maintain
its accuracy while providing reliable uncertainty estimates,
ensuring they accurately represent the confidence in the
predictions. Notice that we apply this procedure after the
ensemble estimates, so that we modify the total uncertainty
coming from the mixture of Laplace distributions.

Formally, a well-calibrated estimation of predictive un-
certainty for a regression model is defined by:

E.,=[lly-3I?1£* =% =2,V {Z* € RIZ* 2 0} (8)

where X2 represents the total uncertainty. To calibrate the
model uncertainty (£2), an optimization process is carried
out. This process involves the use of a validation set to
determine a scalar s, which acts as a corrective factor. The
scalar s is optimized through an iterative process, where the
objective is to minimize the difference between the predicted
uncertainties and the actual observed errors, adjusting the 32
outcomes to approximate the definition given in Eq. 8. For
more details, see Laves et al. (2019, 2020); Kuleshov et al.
(2018).

2.3.4. Harmonize GEDI and External Datasets

Figure 4 illustrates the pipeline utilized to harmonize
ALS and META data with corresponding GEDI measure-
ments, addressing the difference in spatial resolution be-
tween GEDI and the ALS and META data. The primary
objective is to generate ALS and META products at the same
pixel spatial resolution as GEDI. This harmonization allows

for the validation of both GEDI observations and model
predictions against the ALS reference data, as well as the
META maps.

As described in Figure 4(a), the process begins with
the computation of spatial boundary coordinates for both
GEDI and high-resolution tiles (ALS and META tiles), using
the same coordinate system. Then, for each GEDI tile, we
determine the intersecting high-resolution tiles, as shown
in Figure 4(b). This relationship is structured in a One-to-
Many Relational Table, linking each GEDI tile with all high-
resolution tiles related to the same geographic location.

Finally, high-resolution data is harmonized with GEDI
spatial resolution using a zonal statistics algorithm, which
computes statistics of high-resolution pixel products over-
lapping with each GEDI pixel, as depicted in Figure 4(c),
where the unique GEDI tiles delineate each zone. Specifi-
cally, for a given GEDl tile, the spatial boundary coordinates
of all its pixels are first estimated. Then, for each pixel extent,
high-resolution pixels overlapping with it are identified,
and the 98th percentile of these high-resolution pixels is
computed. This process generates ALS and META products
at GEDI resolution, aligning with the GEDI acquisition
energy-based scheme for the rh98 product, which measures
the accumulated reflected energy at the observed location in
percentiles.

2.4. Experimental Design

The study region was partitioned into a grid of 100 non-
overlapping tiles, each spanning approximately 8000x7000
pixels (Figure 2). Spatial cross-validation was conducted
using five-folds, with 80% of the tiles designated for the
training set and 20% for the testing set in each fold. Within
each fold, the training set was further divided into five spa-
tially random sub-folds. Subsequently, models were trained
using five different partitions of training and validation data,
ensuring each model utilized a distinct training/validation
setup. This strategy helped avoid bias towards a particu-
lar training/validation configuration during the model opti-
mization process, thereby capturing the statistical variability
across the study area. Furthermore, this approach allowed
for the assessment of the models’ generalization capabilities
across diverse forest types, land cover, and land use con-
ditions while mitigating bias arising from inherent spatial
autocorrelation. Consistency in the partition configuration
was maintained throughout all experiments to ensure a fair
comparison of models under similar conditions.

During the inference stage, the five trained models corre-
sponding to each fold were executed in the associated testing
areas. The outcome for each pixel was determined using a
model ensemble applying the mixture Laplace distribution,
as described in Section 2.3.3.

To reduce the potential impact of artifacts during the
training process, extreme values for each covariate were
normalized to ensure their adherence to the intervals (1 —30,
u + 30), where y and o denote the corresponding covariate
empirical mean and standard deviation, respectively. Given
the extensive dataset required to encompass the entire study
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Figure 4: GEDI and ALS harmonization methodology. a) pipeline of the harmonization strategy. b) Illustration of the GEDI and
ALS interception tiles. c) Zonal statistics energy-based process to harmonize ALS samples with corresponding GEDI.

area, we adopted an online computation strategy for calculat-
ing the statistics of each covariate. This process was carried
out using the Chan et al. (1983) algorithm implemented
in Pedregosa et al. (2011). Then, to facilitate the network
optimization process the standard normalization was applied
using computed statistics Huang et al. (2023).

To generate the training samples, we systematically ex-
tracted coregistered patches of 64x64 pixels from all sensors
for each year and tile. This was achieved using a sliding
windows procedure with a 25% overlap across all tiles, fo-
cusing on areas with GEDI observations. We employed this
patch size because it represents the smallest area with higher
GEDI pixel density per meter square, according to its sam-
pling pattern described in section 2.2. We excluded patches
containing GEDI pixels less than 1% of the patch size to
reduce the impact of sparse samples during the optimiza-
tion process. Furthermore, by implementing an overlapping
sampling strategy, we circumvented the issue of missing
locations. Finally, the extracted samples were exported into
TFRecords files for efficient I/O data transferring during
training Abadi et al. (2015).

During training, we computed the GEDI density sam-
ple distribution at each run, randomly sampling 10 million
samples from the training set. Then, we estimated the in-
verse distribution of weights for the weighted loss function,
following the methodology described in section 2.3. Neu-
ral Network weights were randomly initialized using the
truncated normal distribution HeNormal. During training,
weights were also regularized using the L2 weight decay
strategy to reduce overfitting, which parameter was set to
10e-5. We employed the Adam Kingma and Ba (2014)

optimizer to learn the neural network’s parameters, setting
the learning rate to le-4 with a Cosine schedule Loshchilov
and Hutter (2016), and clipping the gradients to norm 1.0.
We set the batch size to 256, and epochs to 50.

2.4.1. Features

We conducted extensive experiments to investigate the
influence of various factors on model performance, focusing
particularly on seasonal, sensor, and geographic coordinates
covariates (Table 1). Our experimental approach involved
systematically permuting all combinations of these covari-
ates to uncover patterns and elucidate their impact on model
outcomes.

In our analysis of seasonal information, we conducted
experiments using both the entire seasonal dataset and sep-
arate experiments focusing exclusively on data from the
summer months. This enabled us to evaluate the contribu-
tion of seasonal information to the learning process. We
hypothesized that during the winter months, the presence of
snow would delineate image structural information, thereby
enhancing SAR-based sensors’ ability to capture intricate
details of the study area’s topography. Conversely, during
the summer and fall months, we anticipated that spectral
reflectance would play a more significant role in model per-
formance due to the varying spectral signatures exhibited by
different tree and plant species during this time of the year.
By leveraging both sources of features, and the differences
in summer and winter feature values, we expected to achieve
improved modeling of canopy height estimates.

In our sensor analysis, we aimed to assess the signif-
icance of L-band data from the one-year ALOS-PALSAR
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composite. L-band waves possess the capability to penetrate
through the dense canopy of trees, reaching down to the
stems and capturing valuable information about the internal
structure of the vegetation. This data is crucial for under-
standing forest dynamics and accurately estimating canopy
height. By complementing the canopy-surface information
captured by the Sentinel-1 sensor’s C-band information, we
anticipated that the inclusion of L-band data would enhance
our ability to analyze the entire vertical profile of the forest
canopy.

Furthermore, we conducted experiments to evaluate the
impact of geographic location on the model’s generalization
capabilities across the study area. We aimed to uncover
any spatial biases in the model predictions. This analysis
enabled us to identify regions where the model may strug-
gle to accurately estimate canopy height and ensure robust
performance across diverse landscapes and environmental
conditions present within the study area.

2.4.2. Accuracy Assessment

To evaluate the accuracy of canopy height estimation,
we conducted a comparative analysis using data from GEDI,
Harmonized META, and trained DL models, comparing
them against Harmonized ALS data, generated using the
methodology detailed in section 2.3.4. Specifically, we col-
lected GEDI samples spatially intersecting with the corre-
sponding Harmonized ALS product for each year and tile.
These samples were then compared with the dense maps
generated by the DL models, as well META maps, at the cor-
responding geographic coordinates. It is important to note
that our evaluation encompasses data from both 2019 and
2020, allowing for a comprehensive assessment that includes
more samples containing GEDI data overlaying the study
area and ALS campaign. This expanded dataset enables a
more robust evaluation of the performance statistics.

We quantify the performance of evaluated estimates
using the coefficient of determination (R-square or R?),
the root mean square error (RMSE), the mean absolute
error (MAE), and the estimated Bias, metrics commonly
used in the context of regression analysis. In addition to
numerical metrics, scatter plots serve as valuable tools for
visually assessing the relationship between predicted and
actual values. These plots offer insights into patterns, trends,
and potential outliers in the data, complementing the infor-
mation provided by numerical metrics. Furthermore, a visual
inspection analysis is conducted by comparing generated
maps with the reference Harmonized ALS data. Uncertainty
maps are examined to discern patterns across different land
cover areas, particularly where DL models may encounter
challenges in accurately characterizing the mapping process.
By leveraging these metrics and visualizations, we can con-
duct a comprehensive evaluation of the performance of our
regression models in estimating canopy height using GEDI
data and DL model predictions.

Table 1

Summary performance statistics of estimated canopy heights
with various sensors and experiments in terms of R?, Mean
Absolute Error (MAE), Root Mean Square Error (RMSE)
and estimated Bias. W=Winter, S=Summer, F=Fall, for sea-
sons, and LS=Landsat, S1=Sentinel-1, AP=ALOS PALSAR-
2, for sensors, LL=Latitude and Longitude coordinates, and
X=Omitted from the experiment. For all statistics, Harmo-
nized ALS data were employed as reference data.

Seasons Sensors Metrics .
R2 MAE | RMSE | Bias
W-S-F LS-S1-AP-LL | 0.72 3.43 2.56 2.44
W-S-F LS-S1-AP-X | 0.69 | 3.60 2.64 3.10
W-S-F LS-S1-X-LL | 0.69 | 3.62 2.68 3.01
W-S-F LS-S1-X-X 0.72 | 3.46 2.60 3.49
W-S-F LS-X-X-X 0.63 | 3.95 2.95 3.04
X-S-X LS-S1-AP-LL | 0.62 | 3.98 2.97 4.38
X-5-X LS-S1-AP-X 0.58 4.22 3.2 3.44
X-S-X LS-S1-X-LL | 0.55 | 4.36 3.29 4.69
X-S-X LS-S1-X-X 0.60 | 4.11 3.09 3.18
X-S-X LS-X-X-X 0.51 | 4.55 3.43 4.56

Products
S GEDI 0.58 | 4.18 2.73 -0.49
- META 0.11 | 6.85 5.86 -3.1
3. Results

3.1. Accuracy Analysis

Table 1 summarizes the performance of each experimen-
tal results in terms of RZ, RMSE, MAE, and Bias. These
results were computed after filtering out canopy height val-
ues lower than 3 meters and higher than 40 meters for both
ALS and META products, ensuring fair comparisons. The
table is organized as follows: the first five rows, from top
to bottom, detail the performance of experiments conducted
using all available seasonal data, with permutations applied
to various covariates. The subsequent five rows show the
corresponding results for experiments that utilized only sum-
mer data. The final two rows serve as reference benchmarks,
presenting the performance of GEDI observations against
Harmonized ALS data and the META canopy height maps
harmonized to match GEDI’s spatial resolution.

The experiments conducted to validate the GEDI product
by harmonizing ALS data with GEDI spatial resolution
indicate that the GEDI sensor captures 58% of the variability
in the ALS data, with a RMSE close to 4 meters and a
(MAE of less than 3 meters. In contrast, the validation of the
META product, also harmonized with ALS data, shows that
it captures only 10% of the reference data’s variability, rep-
resenting a 48% reduction compared to the GEDI product.
Additionally, the RMSE and MAE for the META product
increase to 6.85 meters and 5.86 meters, respectively.

By analyzing the results of our models, the best out-
comes for the evaluated models occurred when incorpo-
rating all seasonal and sensor data covariates. For these
experiments, the model estimates achieved 0.72, 3.43 m, and
2.56 m of R?, RMSE, and MAE, respectively. Notably, this
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model not only outperformed other models but also exhib-
ited superior performance compared to the results obtained
from GEDI data alone, demonstrating higher R2 and lower
errors. This behavior is consistent across various experimen-
tal configurations using seasonal data, where neural network
estimates consistently surpassed our benchmark in terms of
R? and RMSE.

Among the experiments conducted using seasonal data,
the performance was notably lower when only optical data
was utilized. In this configuration, the R2 decreased signif-
icantly from 0.72 to 0.63. Moreover, the RMSE increased
from 3.43 m to 3.95 m, and the MAE increased from 2.56 m
to 2.95 m. In particular, we can notice in Table 1 that the ex-
clusion of Sentinel 1 information has more impact in model
accuracy than the exclusion of ALOS-PALSAR-2 data and
geographic information. In fact, the experiments employing
Landsat and Sentinel 1 data alone presented lower reduction
in performance compared to using all covariates.

Consistently, the worst results were obtained when only
summer and optical information were used, i.e., excluding
both winter and fall seasonal data, as well as Sentinel 1,
ALOS-PALSAR-2, and geographic information. Notice that
experiments exclusively using summer data exhibited a con-
sistent decline in performance across all metrics compared
to the corresponding ones that incorporate all seasonal in-
formation.

Regarding our ALOS-PALSAR-2 experiments, superior
performance was consistently observed across all evaluated
metrics when complementing the L-band data with Landsat
and Sentinel-1 C-band covariates. Notably, the impact of
ALOS-PALSAR-2 data was particularly evident in experi-
ments using only summer data, which showed a reduction
in on the R2, and an increase of RMSE and MAE metrics
when compared to the experiments using ALOS-PALSAR
information.

Figure 5 presents the density scatterplots illustrating
the relationship between GEDI observations, META esti-
mates, and the outcomes of all evaluated model configura-
tions against Harmonized ALS data. Across various model
configurations, a high correlation between predictions and
reference data can be observed. The density scatter plots
show that most data points cluster around the ideal lin-
ear regression line, indicating robust alignment between
predicted values and ground truth across different model
setups. Comparing the scatterplots of GEDI observations
with those of the model predictions reveals that GEDI ex-
hibits a stronger linear relationship with the reference data
across the evaluated sample domain. Specifically, the density
of GEDI observations appears narrower compared to the
density of the model predictions, with bias close to zero in
the estimated regression line. Additionally, across the entire
target domain, GEDI provides more balanced predictions,
indicating that GEDI predictions are more evenly distributed
rather than concentrated in a specific range. This behavior
also validates the methodology used to harmonize the ALS
data, which aimed to mimic the GEDI energy reflection-
based scheme.

However, it is also apparent that GEDI presents more
outliers compared to some models (Figure 5). A detailed
analysis of the GEDI scatter plots shows that for low-
range ALS reference canopy height values, some GEDI
samples report high canopy height values. In some instances,
these samples can exceed 30 meters when the reference
is less than 5 meters. Similarly, for certain high-range
ALS canopy height values, GEDI observations indicate low
canopy height values.

Analyzing the scatterplots of the models’ predictions
reveals that, in most cases, the models’ predictions are
concentrated around the ideal regression line with a less
narrow sample density compared to GEDI, with higher bias,
but with fewer outliers. For high-range ALS reference val-
ues, most models corrected the GEDI estimates effectively,
resulting in a lower concentration of outliers. Similarly, for
low-range ALS values, the models corrected some outliers,
although a few persist in these ranges. These observations
align with the global metrics, where in some experiments,
the trained models outperformed the GEDI observations.

Regarding the difference between scatterplots of models
trained with seasonal and only summer information, there’s
an observed increase in outliers in models trained solely
with summer data and a reduced capacity to estimate high
target values. Seasonally trained models demonstrate more
consistent predictions, especially for high canopy height
values, as depicted in the density scatterplots.

Another notable behavior is that models trained using
only summer data exhibit scatterplot densities with less
concentration around the ideal regression line. Additionally,
it is evident that these models exhibit higher bias compared
to those trained with seasonal information. Specifically, the
bias for models using seasonal data ranges from 2.4 to 3.1
m, whereas for models trained with summer data, the bias
ranges from 3.5 to 4.7 m in the worst-case scenario.

There is a noticeable lower correlation between META
canopy height and the reference ALS data, as summarized in
Table 1 and Figure 5. Specifically, the density of samples is
indicated by blue-green colors, which show less concentra-
tion around the estimated regression line. Additionally, the
META data is more dispersed, with numerous outliers across
the entire domain and a bias towards lower values.

3.2. Uncertainty Analysis

Figure 6 (a) shows the uncertainty calibration curves
of the model with the best performance, specifically the
model trained using seasonal information and all covariates.
We followed this strategy, considering that the calibration
methodology we adopted does not affect the model’s pre-
dictive performance. Instead, the calibration process solely
modifies the model’s uncertainty estimates. For this cali-
bration, we adjusted the total uncertainty estimate, which
is derived from aggregating both aleatory and epistemic
uncertainty. In this figure, the model’s uncertainty calibra-
tion curve is displayed both before and after the calibration,
demonstrating how the calibration process improves the
alignment of the estimated uncertainties with the RMSE.
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Figure 5: Relationship of canopy height from GEDI, this study and META with harmonized ALS reference data. The 1:1 line
between observed and predicted values is shown in dashed black line and the estimated regression in bold red line. Red color
density plot indicates a high concentration of samples, while green and blue colors represent medium and low-density ranges,

respectively.

Notably, before calibration, the uncertainty estimates
were not meaningful for making decisions about the opera-
tional set point based on the RMSE. Under these conditions,
as the uncertainty increased, the RMSE did not increase
proportionally. After performing the calibration process, the
uncertainty curve aligned more closely with the ideal cali-
bration line. With the calibrated model, we can now indicate
the operational range of the model where we are certain that,
on average, the model will have that prediction’s error in
terms of RMSE.

Complementary information about the uncertainty cal-
ibrated model is presented in Figure 6 (b) and Figure 6
(c), corresponding to distributions of calibrated uncertainties
estimates, and the RMSE vs recall curve, respectively. By
analyzing Figure 6 (b), it can be observed that most of the
uncertainties are concentrated between one and three meters.

Similarly, the precision (RMSE) vs. recall curve indi-
cates that the RMSE of most of the samples is concentrated
at values lower than 3.4 m. This curve was generated by

sorting the samples in increasing order according to their
uncertainty estimates. Then, the RMSE was computed for
the progressively increasing proportion of samples until
reaching 100% of the evaluated samples. This approach
demonstrates how the model’s performance varies with the
level of uncertainty, highlighting its reliability in making
predictions within specified uncertainty bounds.

3.3. Visual Analysis

Figure 7 shows locations within the study area that have
both GEDI and ALS data. Note that the selected regions
show transitions between forest and non-forest areas, and
water bodies. The CH maps, based on their color codifi-
cation, reveal distinct variations in canopy height targets
across the depicted areas, effectively covering the entire
range of heights. In the first column, the sparse sampling
pattern of the GEDI acquisition campaign can be seen.
Consequently, many areas remain unobserved, leading to
gaps in capturing important land cover characteristics within

Jose Bermudez et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier

Page 12 of 18



Uncertainty of canopy height Estimation from GEDI LiDAR

—-=—= Perfectly Calibrated .
! ’ 0.200
—e— Resunet Calibrated P
54 —=— Resunet Uncalibrated 0.175 4
N 3.4 1
0.150 1
— 47 ]
E 30125 32
4 ] 8
s 5] 3 0.100 =
4 o 3.0 §
&
0.075 4
2 0.050 - 2.8 1
0.025 4
1 2.6
T T T T T 0.000 T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Uncertainty [m] Uncertainty [m] Recall
a) b) c)

Figure 6: Uncertainty calibration results. (a) Uncertainty calibration curves before and after calibrated. (b) Distribution of samples
uncertainties in meters after the model calibration. (c) Precision Root mean square error (RMSE) vs Recall after sorting samples
based on the uncertainty measure

Satellite + GEDI Harmonized ALS Harmonized META Ensemble Estimate Uncertainty Estimate

Figure 7: Snapshots of three locations where GEDI and ALS canopy height data intersect. From left to right, the first column
shows the GEDI observations overlaid on satellite image, the second column shows the Harmonized ALS maps, the third column
presents the Harmonized META maps, the fourth column shows the predicted maps using the best model, and the last column
shows the corresponding calibrated uncertainty maps. Dark blue colors represent lower targets, green and yellow signify mid-height
targets, and red colors indicate higher height values.

the study area. Furthermore, some points along the GEDI
stream are missing due to the filtering process applied to
consider only strong and high-quality beams. As a result,
certain areas, such as water bodies, may lack valid GEDI
observations.

Furthermore, when comparing the snapshots of Har-
monized ALS data with the Google satellite base image,
a positive correlation is observed across all land surfaces.

For instance, water bodies are depicted with zero height,
while areas showing signs of deforestation are represented in
the ALS maps with lower values. Higher values correspond
to regions with dense forest cover. This analysis reinforces
that the harmonization process described in Section 2.3.4
maintains the land cover characteristics of the study area.
Additionally, it is evident that the ALS campaign does not
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cover the entire study area; there are regions with missing
observations, as shown in Figure 7 (g).

Similarly, the Harmonized META maps exhibit patterns
comparable to both the satellite base image and Harmo-
nized ALS data, effectively delineating water bodies and
distinguishing between forested and non-forested land cov-
ers. However, a noticeable trend is that the META maps
consistently show lower canopy height estimates compared
to the reference ALS data, especially in forested areas with
high target values. This pattern aligns with the bias statis-
tics, which reveal a significant negative bias in the META
product. In these locations, the ALS maps display yellow-red
colors, indicating higher canopy height values, whereas the
corresponding META maps predominantly underestimate
these values. This behavior is particularly evident when
comparing Figure 7 (m) and Figure 7 (n) and Figure 7 (r),
and Figure 7 (s) snapshots. These findings align with the
scatterplot analysis, which indicated that META estimates
are biased towards lower values, thus underestimating higher
canopy height values.

Next, the predicted maps using our best performing
model exhibit a similar pattern to the ALS reference maps;
lower values correspond to water bodies and deforested
areas, while higher values are observed in areas with dense
forest cover. However, the lowest values are overestimated
compared to those of ALS. These results align with the
analysis conducted in the scatterplots, which indicated chal-
lenges in estimating heights lower than 4 m. In contrast,
for forested regions, the model estimates are closer to the
reference values. In fact, in most areas with high canopy
height values in the ALS data, the model predictions are
very close, indicating that the weighting strategy adopted
to penalize fewer representative samples during the opti-
mization process helped to improve the model’s capacity to
predict values within that range. However, further research
will be needed to address these challenges, especially when
considering scenarios with higher canopy heights, such as
tropical forests. In such cases, additional approaches may
need to be evaluated to reduce the observed gaps in estima-
tion accuracy.

The final columns depict the associated calibrated uncer-
tainty maps generated from the predictions. These maps elu-
cidate regions characterized by higher confidence estimates
alongside areas with higher uncertainty. Notably, the model
demonstrates elevated confidence levels in regions adjacent
to water bodies, with comparatively robust confidence levels
observed in forested areas. Conversely, higher uncertainty is
evident in border regions where transitions between forested
areas and water bodies occur. This observation may be
attributed to the presence of backscatter noise inherent to
SAR sensors, a common occurrence in such scenarios. Fur-
thermore, the accuracy of GEDI observations may also be
compromised in these locations, potentially impacting the
learning process of the neural network.

4. Discussion

The experimental findings of this study underscore the
significant role of incorporating seasonal information from
both optical and SAR data in enhancing canopy height es-
timates. Seasonal data is crucial for capturing phenological
dynamics, which helps refine land cover characterization and
improves model accuracy, particularly in environments with
pronounced seasonal changes. By integrating these seasonal
dynamics, models can more accurately represent variations
in canopy height over time, leading to more precise and
reliable height estimations. In this sense, consistent behav-
ior was observed when comparing experiments employing
seasonal and thus using exclusively summer data.

Furthermore, the integration of multiple remote sensing
data sources was found to substantially improve the model’s
capacity to estimate canopy height. Specifically, combining
seasonal optical data with SAR data has demonstrated supe-
rior performance across key metrics, including RZ, RMSE,
and MAE. The effectiveness of this approach is attributed
to the complementary nature of the data types: optical data
offers detailed spectral information, while SAR data, partic-
ularly from Sentinel-1, provides valuable structural insights
(Quan et al. (2024); Sahour et al. (2021)).

The advantages of L-band SAR data, particularly its abil-
ity to penetrate forest canopies and extract valuable features
related to tree stems, were evident in several experiments,
especially those using only summer data. This capability
greatly enhances the vertical resolution and the level of
detail in forest structure assessments, thereby supporting
more robust and accurate canopy height estimation. The
integration of complementary radar frequencies, such as the
L-band, indicates improvements in these models’ reliability
by providing a more comprehensive understanding of forest
structures (Koyama et al. (2019); Mitchell et al. (2014);
Liesenberg and Gloaguen (2013)). However, it is important
to acknowledge certain limitations in the current study. The
experiments relied on a one-year composite product due
to the absence of consistent seasonal ALOS-PALSAR-2
data. This approach could lead to inconsistencies, as the
variation in acquisition times across the study area might
produce misleading results influenced by seasonal variabil-
ity. Therefore, while the initial findings suggest that L-
band SAR data contributes to canopy height estimation, a
more comprehensive evaluation is necessary once consistent
seasonal ALOS-PALSAR-2 data becomes available. This
will help to address potential inaccuracies and provide a
more precise understanding of L-band SAR data’s role in
different seasonal contexts.

The contribution of different data inputs became particu-
larly evident in experiments that relied exclusively on optical
data collected during the summer. The findings suggest that
this approach does not adequately capture the full range
of canopy heights. Models trained using only summer data
exhibited a higher bias compared to those that incorporated
data from multiple seasons and other sensors. For instance,
models using seasonal data showed significantly lower bias,
whereas those limited to summer data alone demonstrated
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much higher bias under the most challenging conditions.
This analysis underlines the critical importance of integrat-
ing data from various times of the year and complementary
sources to enhance model performance, reduce bias, and
provide a more accurate depiction of canopy height across
different environments.

Although the use of geographic coordinates is proven to
be beneficial in global and national scales mapping (Lang
et al. (2023); Silveira et al. (2023); Matasci et al. (2018)), in
this study the addition of such information had a detrimental
effect on model performance for some cases. Latitude and
longitude are in general used to capture trends associated
with the regional temperature, precipitation and continen-
tality gradients across the large scales, which may be useful
to predicting canopy height, cover or biomass Matasci et al.
(2018). However, as our study was restricted to one province
only, incorporating coordinates as predictor covariates may
have compromised the models’ ability to generalize as it in-
troduces spatial correlation dependency, making them more
susceptible to local characteristics present in the training
areas.

When compared against the META product, our model
exhibited consistently superior performance in both global
metrics and visual map analyses. The META predictions
tended to underestimate across the entire target data range,
with a significant negative bias, as seen in the scatter plots.
These results suggest potential domain-shift issues in the
META models, likely due to a lack of supporting data
from the evaluated region during their training. The lower
coefficient of determination and higher error rates observed
in the META product indicate that, while it can provide
some useful insights, further refinement and the inclusion
of additional region-specific data are needed to achieve the
reliability demonstrated by GEDI’s estimates.

Another important finding of this study indicates the
effectiveness of using the negative log-likelihood of the
Laplace distribution as a loss function for neural network op-
timization, which has been particularly effective at handling
outliers Nair et al. (2022). When comparing the scatter plots
of GEDI observations with model predictions, it was noted
that while GEDI maintained a stronger linear relationship
with reference data, it produced more outliers than some
models, resulting in a RMSE of approximately 4 meters.
This discrepancy may result from acquisition errors due to
weather conditions or geolocation errors, as documented
in (Lahssini et al. (2022); Fayad et al. (2021); Tang et al.
(2023); Weber et al. (2024)). In contrast, models trained with
seasonal information consistently achieved RMSE values
below 4 meters. These results suggest that, although GEDI
provides a reliable baseline, trained models offer enhanced
accuracy and consistency for height estimation tasks and
facilitate spatially continuous canopy height mapping. While
this level of precision might not be sufficient for applications
requiring very high accuracy, it is generally adequate for a
wide range of ecological and environmental studies. For ex-
ample, in contexts like large-scale forest monitoring, carbon
stock assessments, and biodiversity conservation, this error

margin can still yield valuable insights and support effective
decision-making.

The study revealed significant challenges in accurately
estimating canopy heights below 4 m, as indicated by the
scatterplots comparing GEDI observations, model predic-
tions, and reference data. These difficulties likely stem from
intrinsic characteristics of the GEDI sensor that influence
the trained models, limiting their ability to precisely predict
lower height values. Such inaccuracies may be linked to er-
rors in terrain height estimation Adam et al. (2020). Similar
challenges were noted by Travers-Smith et al. (2024) in their
study of northern forest areas in Canada using ICESat-2 data
and random forest models, where canopy heights under 2
m were frequently overestimated. One potential explanation
for these overestimations is the increased ground contribu-
tion to the signal in areas with low and sparse vegetation,
which affects the accuracy of height measurements (Schlund
et al. (2019); Schlund and Kostolani (2022). Despite these
challenges, under the global definitions of "Forest" “Land
spanning more than 0.5 hectares with trees higher than 5
metres and a canopy cover of more than 10 percent, or
trees able to reach these thresholds in situ” Eggleston et al.
(2006); FAO (2020). Therefore, our focus was on enhancing
model accuracy for taller canopies. In this context, our
model demonstrated a higher saturation point compared to
previous studies that reported underestimation of canopy
heights around 25 to 30 m ( Hansen et al. (2016); Healey
et al. (2020); Potapov et al. (2021); Sothe et al. (2022)). As
shown in Figure 5, canopy heights exceeding 30 m are rare
in our study area, and our models closely aligned with ALS
data in predicting these values. This study, like Lang et al.
(2023), used a weighting strategy to penalize errors in less
frequent height values, resulting in improved accuracy for
higher canopy values. However, consistent with Lang et al.
(2023), our models still tended to overestimate shorter trees
(< 5 m). This tendency is likely due to the limitations of
GEDI in estimating low target values, which can sometimes
lead to outliers Dhargay et al. (2022).

Furthermore, the sparse sampling pattern of GEDI, as
anticipated, limits its ability to comprehensively characterize
the study area, leading to the omission of significant infor-
mation, as reflected in the generated maps. This limitation
highlights the need to integrate other satellite data to achieve
continuous canopy height maps. Our analysis showed that
the model estimates were generally closer to ALS data,
albeit with a tendency to overestimate lower targets. The
uncertainty maps also indicated lower confidence in areas
at the boundaries, especially where there are transitions
between forested areas and water bodies. These findings are
consistent with those reported by Weber et al. (2024), who
described the effects of slopes on GEDI measurements.

Most studies using LiDAR and spatially continuous co-
variates to estimate forest canopy height do not provide an
uncertainty map (e.g., Potapov et al. (2021); Sothe et al.
(2022); Wagner et al. (2024)). Knowing the spatial distribu-
tion of uncertainty is crucial when important decisions are
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made based on the map content. For example, areas asso-
ciated with higher levels of uncertainty can be disregarded
from decision-making process, or this can prompt users or
decision makers to collect in situ samples in high uncertainty
areas. Here, we built uncertainty maps using an ensemble of
neural networks trained to estimate a Laplace distribution, so
that the output of each network are both the expected pixel
value and uncertainty value. By adopting this approach, like
Lang et al. (2023) we are able to capture the epistemic and
aleatoric uncertainty.

5. Conclusions

Our study demonstrates the effectiveness of leveraging
multiseasonal data and advanced machine learning tech-
niques to enhance canopy height estimation using GEDI
observations in Ontario, Canada. By employing a Fully
Convolutional Neural Network (FCNN) and incorporating
uncertainty estimates through the minimization of the neg-
ative log-likelihood of the Laplacian, we achieved notable
improvements in accuracy and robustness. The results under-
score the significant benefits of integrating seasonal infor-
mation from both optical and SAR data. Using seasonal data
instead of summer-only data increased explained variability
by 10%, reduced canopy height error by 0.45 m, and de-
creased bias by 1 m. Seasonal data helps capture phenologi-
cal dynamics, thereby enhancing land cover characterization
and model accuracy, particularly in regions with pronounced
seasonal variations. The combined use of seasonal optical
and SAR data demonstrated superior performance across
the evaluated metrics due to the complementary strengths of
these data types—optical data providing rich spectral details
and SAR data delivering valuable structural insights. Con-
versely, the worst performance was observed when only opti-
cal and summer data were used, highlighting the necessity of
using complementary data sources to fully characterize the
problem. This configuration resulted in a 22% reduction in
the model’s capacity to capture data variability, reinforcing
the importance of integrating diverse data inputs. Future re-
search could focus on incorporating additional datasets, such
as seasonal ALOS-PALSAR-2 and ICESat-2 data, to further
refine canopy height estimates. Exploring data fusion strate-
gies that combine GEDI and ICESat-2 observations may also
enhance model performance. Additionally, expanding the
study area to include more diverse forest types across Canada
could provide a more comprehensive assessment. Overall,
our study advances canopy height estimation methodologies
and offers valuable insights for remote sensing applications
in forestry and environmental monitoring.
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Algorithm 1 Seasonal Image Composite

Require: Y: Year; SN: Season; S R: Sensor; ROI: Region of Interest; N: Minimum number of observation at each pixel
location; W: Number of years back considered.

(0) T . . . .
M rargerColtection < B,.x, T initialize the target collection with an empty image collection, where m and n represent the

vertical and horizontal RO[ spatial dimension, respectively.
while v < W do:
2. L ounter < pixel_counter(l;q,ge1coliection) > count the number of valid observations available at each pixel location.
3. I cotiection < get_image_collection(Y,SN, SR, ROI) 1> gather all the images matching with Y, SN, SR, and
ROI queries.
if S'R is optical then:
Lcoitection < masking_pixels(Lcyijoetions SIN) B> mask out noise pixels, i.e., clouds, shadows, snow (depending on
the seasons), etc.
end if
. t(;;)g etCollection = concat_collections([L;qygercotiections Lcotiections Leounter) B> concatenate image collections only at
pixel locations with less than N valid observations.

5Y «Y -1 > update the target year
end while
6. Loomp < med(1 f;;;e,Ca,,ec,ian) > compute the median image.
return [,
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