
remote sensing  

Article

Integrated Analyses of PALSAR and Landsat Imagery
Reveal More Agroforests in a Typical Agricultural
Production Region, North China Plain

Zhiqi Yang 1,2,3, Jinwei Dong 1,* ID , Yuanwei Qin 4, Wenjian Ni 3, Guosong Zhao 1 ID , Wei Chen 3,
Bangqian Chen 5 ID , Weili Kou 6, Jie Wang 4 and Xiangming Xiao 4,7,* ID

1 Key Laboratory of Land Surface Pattern and Simulation, Institute of Geographic Sciences and Natural
Resources Research, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100101, China; yangzqigsnrr@126.com (Z.Y.);
zhaogs86@126.com (G.Z.)

2 University of the Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China
3 State Key Laboratory of Remote Sensing Science, Institute of Remote Sensing and Digital Earth,

Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100101, China; niwj@radi.ac.cn (W.N.); chenwei2016@radi.ac.cn (W.C.)
4 Department of Microbiology and Plant Biology, and Center for Spatial Analysis, University of Oklahoma,

Norman, OK 73019, USA; yuanwei.qin@ou.edu (Y.Q.); jiewang@ou.edu (J.W.)
5 Rubber Research Institute, Chinese Academy of Tropical Agricultural Sciences, Danzhou City,

Danzhou Investigation & Experiment Station of Tropical Crops, Ministry of Agriculture, Danzhou 571737,
China; chbq40@163.com

6 College of Big Data and Intelligence Engineering, Southwest Forestry University, Kunming 650224, China;
kwl_eric@163.com

7 Ministry of Education Key Laboratory for Biodiversity Science and Ecological Engineering,
Institute of Biodiversity Sciences, Fudan University, Shanghai 200438, China

* Correspondence: dongjw@igsnrr.ac.cn (J.D.); xiangming.xiao@ou.edu (X.X.); Tel.: +86-10-64888827 (J.D.);
+1-405-325-8941 (X.X.)

Received: 5 June 2018; Accepted: 18 August 2018; Published: 21 August 2018
����������
�������

Abstract: As the largest among terrestrial ecosystems, forests are vital to maintaining ecosystem
services and regulating regional climate. The area and spatial distribution of trees in densely
forested areas have been focused on in the past few decades, while sparse forests in agricultural
zones, so-called agroforests or trees outside forests (TOF), have usually been ignored or missed in
existing forest mapping efforts, despite their important role in regulating agricultural ecosystems.
We combined Landsat and PALSAR data to map forests in a typical agricultural zone in the North
China Plain. The resultant map, based on PALSAR and Landsat (PL) data, was also compared with
five existing medium resolution (30–100 m) forest maps from PALSAR (JAXA forest map) and Landsat:
NLCD-China, GlobeLand30, ChinaCover, and FROM-GLC. The results show that the PL-based forest
map has the highest accuracy (overall accuracy of 95± 1% with a 95% confidence interval, and Kappa
coefficient of 0.86) compared to those forest maps based on single Landsat or PALSAR data in the
North China Plain (overall accuracy ranging from 85 ± 2% to 92 ± 1%). All forest maps revealed
higher accuracy in densely forested mountainous areas, while the PL-based and JAXA forest maps
showed higher accuracy in the plain, as the higher omission errors existed in only the Landsat-based
forest maps. Moreover, we found that the PL-based forest map can capture more patched forest
information in low forest density areas. This means that the radar data have advantages in capturing
forests in the typical agricultural zones, which tend to be missing in published Landsat-based only
forest maps. Given the significance of agroforests in regulating ecosystem services of the agricultural
ecosystem and improving carbon stock estimation, this study implies that the integration of PALSAR
and Landsat data can provide promising agroforest estimates in future forest inventory efforts,
targeting a comprehensive understanding of ecosystem services of agroforests and a more accurate
carbon budget inventory.
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1. Introduction

Forests play an important role in maintaining ecosystem services [1], global climate change [2],
and water conservation [3]. While the forest areas in densely forested regions have attracted much
attention in the published research, sparse forests, particularly in drylands [4] and agricultural zones,
have been addressed less. Forests in human-dominated agricultural zones, so-called agroforests [5],
play a significant role in maintaining ecosystem services, such as carbon sequestration, biodiversity,
and soil conservation [6–8]. In particular, agroforests can provide the functions of ecological corridors
and buffer zones [9,10], as well as habitats for some wild species [11]. A recent study showed that
43% of the global agricultural land had at least 10% tree cover and that this increased by 2% from
2000 to 2010, which contributed more than 75% of carbon storage in the agricultural land regions [12].
Therefore, accurate agroforest information (e.g., spatial distribution) is important for the assessment of
structural and functional attributes and management planning [12,13].

Published works have shown that the different maps have varying uncertainties, depending on
the area of interest, cover types and available spatial predictors [14,15]. For example, in traditional
agricultural areas, the spatial distribution of agroforests was substantially underestimated [15].
The missing agroforest spatial information and uncertainty in agricultural zones has impacted
the assessment of agricultural ecosystem services [16]. Therefore, the spatial distribution and area
information of agroforests are necessary for both understanding their role in regulating agricultural
ecosystem and serving forest management.

Remote sensing-based forest mapping efforts have been shifting from coarse to medium resolution
imagery [17]. While the coarse resolution datasets can reveal the general patterns of forest distribution
and forest dynamics, these datasets miss details in small forest patches. With the developing technology
and increasing data availability, especially, free Landsat data at 30-m spatial resolution, medium
resolution forest maps of several forest attributes over large spatial extents have been possible [18].
Fine resolution products are expected to capture more information in sparsely forested areas such
as typical agricultural zones. These optical remote sensing data, as the major data source for forest
mapping, can promote forest mapping efforts with high temporal and spatial resolutions. However,
Landsat data are more sensitive to the canopy level characteristics, and estimates of structural attributes
can have a considerable commission error such as in high biomass crops or shrubs with high greenness
and similar spectral signatures [15]. As the polarized signals of synthetic aperture radar (SAR) data
can be transmitted and received in the horizontal or vertical dimensions by the L-band, the SAR data
can provide more structural information and improve the accuracy of forest mapping by utilizing
the higher penetration capacity of L-band [19–21]. In addition, due to the clouds and cloud shadows,
many regions, especially tropical regions, cannot be accurately observed by Landsat, while SAR data
can eliminate these negative effects [2,22,23]. Given these complementary advantages between optical
and SAR remote sensing data, the integration of optical and SAR remote sensing data can benefit
future forest mapping efforts [24].

While many studies have focused on the application of Landsat data and some studies have
applied advanced land observation satellite (ALOS) phased array type L-band synthetic aperture
radar (PALSAR) images or the combination of SAR and optical data, very limited efforts have been
made to integrate both data types to enhance small-area forest inventory in typical agricultural regions
where croplands are dominant, and most of the trees are planted along the highways, croplands or
surrounding villages [24]. In general, there are two distinct approaches to integrate Landsat and
PALSAR data. The first approach is to fuse Landsat and PALSAR data into a single dataset at the
data level and then classify the fused image. Although some previous studies have focused on fusing
Landsat and PALSAR data at the data level to obtain more spatial information [25–27], this approach
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can be problematic as the PALSAR data in this study is mosaicked and not obtained from a specific
date and mismatched to the Landsat images. The second approach is to integrate Landsat and
PALSAR data at the decision level [27]. Our previous studies have provided justification statements
for combining spectral information from Landsat and structural information from PALSAR [28,29].
Previous efforts also indicated that a combination of different remote sensing techniques that assess
both the horizontal and vertical structures of tree resources would be promising for agroforestry
monitoring [14]. However, a systematic comparison between the integrated efforts and the maps
from single optical/SAR data in typical agricultural zones in which the cropland areas account for the
majority has not been conducted yet.

According to the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), forest definition is an area that has tree
cover over 10%, tree height over 5-m and a minimum mapping unit of more than 0.5 ha. For agroforest
with a smaller area, the forest definition in this paper did not consider the limitation of the minimum
mapping unit. The objective of this study is to improve the accuracy of agroforest mapping by
integrating Landsat and PALSAR data. Specifically, two questions regarding mapping agroforest
will be answered: (1) Is the approach integrating Landsat and PALSAR data for mapping agroforests
effective and robust in a typical agricultural zone, the North China Plain in China? (2) Can the
approach combining Landsat and PALSAR data improve the delineation of agroforest compared to
the existing five forest products based on the single data of Landsat or PALSAR? To achieve this
objective, first, we produce a new forest map by integrating 25-m PALSAR and 30-m Landsat data
in a typical agricultural zone, the North China Plain in China. Second, we compare our results with
the single Landsat or PALSAR-based forest maps as well as the PALSAR/Landsat fusion approach.
Third, we examine the uncertainty for the existing forest maps and provide implications for future forest
mapping efforts. This study expects to provide effective information for future forest management
and ecosystem service assessment in agricultural zones.

2. Data and Methods

2.1. Study Area

The North China Plain (NCP), also known as the Huang-Huai-Hai Plain, is located in northern
China (Figure 1); it is a vital agricultural zone, as this region can provide 1/5 of the cultivated area for
food in China [30]. The NCP (32◦–42◦24′N, 112◦48′–122◦45′E) covers an area of 44.17 million (m) ha
and includes parts of 7 provinces/municipalities (Hebei, Henan, Shandong, Anhui, Jiangsu, Beijing,
and Tianjin) [31,32]. It is warm-temperate and has a typical continental monsoon climate with annual
precipitation ranging from 550 to 650 mm mostly in July to September accounting for 50–70% of the
annual total precipitation [33].
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2.2. Data Preprocessing

2.2.1. PALSAR Dataset and Preprocessing

The 25-m ALOS PALSAR fine beam dual-polarization (FBD) products, generated from the data
collected during June to October of 2010, were obtained from the Earth Observation Research Center,
Japan Aerospace Exploration Agency (JAXA) (http://www.eorc.jaxa.jp/ALOS/en/palsarfnf/data/).
Polarized signals can be transmitted and received in the horizontal or vertical dimensions by the
L-band PALSAR, including horizontal transmission and reception (HH) and horizontal transmission
and vertical reception (HV). The 2010 data was used in this study. However, one strip of data was
replaced by the 2009 data due to a data quality issue. Not only the mosaic of HH and HV polarization
data and local incidence angle but also the mask information (effective area, ocean flag, void area,
layover and shadowing) were included in the dataset since the ALOS launched. All data were
slope corrected and ortho-rectified using the 90-m Shuttle Radar Topography Mission (SRTM) digital
elevation model (DEM) [34]. The geometric accuracy of the ortho-product was estimated at 12-m.
The digital number (DN) values (amplitude values) were converted into a radar cross section in decibel
(dB) using a calibration coefficient from JAXA [35,36].

σ0(dB) = 10× log10 DN2 + CF (1)

where σ0 is the backscattering coefficient, DN is the digital number value in HH or HV, and CF is the
absolute calibration factor of −83.

Further, the Ratio and Difference values were calculated using the resultant HH and HV
backscattering coefficient in decibel. In which, HH and HV are raster data with 25-m resolution,
as they produced effective land cover classification [26,37,38].

Ratio = HH/HV (2)

Di f f erence = HH − HV (3)

2.2.2. Landsat Images and Preprocessing

Some built-up lands, barren lands, and high biomass corn fields have a complex structure and
rough land surface that may bring about high PALSAR backscattering coefficients similar to the forests.
To reduce the commission error caused by some natural features (rocky lands) or manmade structures
(urban, buildings), we generated an annual maximum NDVI (NDVImax) map to mask out such features
with high backscattering coefficients (Figure 2a) [39,40]. Specifically, we utilized the annual total
number of Landsat TM/ETM+ images in 2010 on the platform of Google Earth Engine (GEE), an open
and powerful platform for satellite imagery downloading and processing, to calculate the NDVI values
after removing all the bad observations based on the CFmask [41,42] and metadata layers, as the
CFmask algorithm can provide cloud, cloud shadow, and snow mask for Landsat TM/ETM+ images.

http://www.eorc.jaxa.jp/ALOS/en/palsarfnf/data/
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the North China Plain (NCP) in 2010.

2.3. Mapping Algorithms

The previous studies found that the threshold-based approach for forest mapping is robust and
extendable in different regions, such as the monsoon region in Asia and Oklahoma, USA [28,29]. In this
study, we adopted the same thresholds and forest definition to generate a new forest map in the NCP
by integrating PALSAR and Landsat data. A detailed workflow of mapping the forest and forest
dataset comparison is presented in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Workflow of forest mapping based on PALSAR and Landsat data in North China Plain.

The first step of this workflow is to generate a forest baseline layer by using the 25-m PALSAR
backscatter data (HH, HV, Ratio, and Difference) and a threshold-based approach. Basically, different
land cover types (water, cropland, grassland, forest, and built-up land) showed different profiles
through frequency distribution analyses of HH, HV, Ratio, and Difference values. Forests have higher
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backscatter values compared to croplands, grasslands, and water bodies. The same thresholds as
previous studies [28,29,38] were used for the PALSAR-based forest baseline map, i.e., −16 < HV < −8,
2 < Difference < 8 and 0.3 < Ratio < 0.85. Second, a 25-m PALSAR-based forest layer was resampled
using the nearest neighbor method to match Landsat images with 30-m spatial resolution; the result
was also filtered using a 3 by 3 majority filter to reduce the salt-and-pepper noise in the forest maps
(Figure 2b). Third, the vegetation and non-vegetation layer was generated using a threshold-based
approach (NDVImax > 0.55, see Supplemental Information for the justification statement) based on
the NDVImax data to reduce the commission error [28]. Finally, the resultant forest map (referred as
PL-based forest map) was generated by combining the PALSAR-based forest baseline map and the
vegetation layer from Landsat.

2.4. Regions of Interest (ROIs) for Product Validation

In this study, we applied Bowley’s proportional allocation statistical technique (Equation (4)) to
attain validation samples [43] from the very high resolution (VHR) remote sensing images of Google
Earth circa 2010 to guarantee equal probabilities of obtaining the validation samples. Google Earth
has been widely used in land cover map validations [44]. First, the sampling was stratified by class
(forest layer and non-forest layer), according to the PL-based forest map, and then the random points
were generated in the ArcGIS software. Second, according to these random points, we established
30-m by 30-m squares as Regions of Interest (ROIs), which can guarantee landscape homogeneity
and accuracy of the validation result [45,46]. Specifically, we dropped those vague ROIs to guarantee
the quality of the ROIs. Finally, a total of 543 ROIs were obtained, including 147 forest ROIs and 396
non-forest ROIs (Figure 4a). Given a larger difference in the forest spatial distribution, the NCP was
divided into mountain region and plain region based on different elevations (Figure 1). Figure 4b
illustrates the four validation ROIs including the mountain region and plain region from the VHR
images of Google Earth from around 2010.

nh =
nNh

N
(4)

where nh is the number of units allocated to each category of respondents, Nh is the number of
respondents in each category, n is the total sample size, N is the total population.
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Figure 4. Extraction of validation regions of interest (ROIs) for the resultant PL-based map. (a) Spatial
distribution of validation ROIs; (b) four ROIs including the mountain region and plain region from
the very high resolution (VHR) images of Google Earth from around 2010; (c) a typical agroforest
landscape surrounding a crop field (the photo was taken in 2015).
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2.5. Accuracy Assessment and Comparison with the Other Forest Maps

2.5.1. Accuracy Assessments of Various Forest Maps

To accurately assess the consistency and uncertainty of forest maps in the NCP, we collected five
popular existing moderate resolution forest maps from 2010 (Table 1). The first was the JAXA forest
map, which was generated by the Earth Observation Research Center, JAXA, using L-band PALSAR
data. Four of them were generated based on Landsat: (1) NLCD-China land cover/use product,
which was generated by the Chinese Academy of Sciences [47]. We resampled the NLCD-China forest
map with 100-m spatial resolution to 30-m by using the nearest neighbor method to match other
products. (2) GlobeLand30 product, which was generated by the National Geomatics Center of China
(NGCC) [48]. (3) ChinaCover product, which was generated by the 10-year Environmental Monitoring
Program in China [49]. (4) FROM-GLC Global Land Cover Data, which was generated by Tsinghua
University [50].

Table 1. A brief summary of five moderate resolution forest maps in this study.

Forest/Land
Cover Products Forest Definition Resolution Data Sources Algorithms References

JAXA Tree cover ≥ 10%,
Tree height ≥ 5m 30 m PALSAR Decision Tree [2]

NLCD-China Tree cover ≥ 10% 100 m Landsat, CBERS
and HJ-1A Visual interpretation approach [47]

GlobeLand30 Tree cover ≥ 10% 30 m Landsat, HJ-1 POK-based method [48]

ChinaCover Tree cover ≥ 20%,
Tree height ≥ 3m 30 m HJ-1A/B, MODIS Object-oriented classification [49]

FROM-GLC Tree cover ≥ 15%,
Tree height ≥ 3m 30 m Landsat Supervised classification [50]

The mutual ROIs (Figure 4a) were used to evaluate the accuracy of the PL-based and the other five
forest maps in the NCP, using the confusion matrix method. Then, all the ROIs were divided into two
parts to evaluate the accuracy of each forest map in the mountain region and plain region. Note that we
also adjusted the accuracy assessment based on the area of each stratum following previous studies [51].
All the overall, producer, and user accuracies were presented with a 95% confidence interval.

2.5.2. Area Comparison Among the Various Forest Maps

We obtained the county-level administrative boundaries from NGCC. The forest areas of each
county of the PL-based and the other five forest maps were calculated on the ArcGIS software and
were compared and analyzed by the linear regression and correlation approaches.

2.5.3. Spatial Consistency of Different Forest Maps

The method of per-pixel comparison analysis was used to evaluate the spatial consistency of
pairwise forest maps [45]. First, pairwise forest maps were overlaid to calculate the number of mutual
forest pixels (AB); second, the spatial consistency index (X) of two forest maps was calculated using
the following formula:

X =
AB

(A + B)/2
× 100% (5)

where A is the number of forest pixels in one dataset, B is the number of forest pixels in another dataset,
and AB is the number of forest pixels in both datasets.
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3. Results

3.1. Accuracy Assessment of the PL-Based Forest Map and the Other Five Products

The spatial distribution of the PL-based and the other five forest maps are shown in Figure 5.
All the maps show an intensive forest distribution in the mountainous regions, e.g., northwestern part
and the Mountain Tai region, while in the plain region, the traditional agricultural production region,
only PL-based and JAXA forest maps show the widespread spatial distribution of forest. That indicates
that the PALSAR-based forest maps tend to capture more forests with lower forest coverage that is
mainly distributed in a large number of patches with mixed pixels.
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3.1.1. Accuracy of the PL-Based and the Other Five Forest Maps

The overall accuracy of the PL-based forest map is 95 ± 1% (Table 2) with a 95% confidence
interval [51]. The producer accuracy, user accuracy, and Kappa coefficient are 71 ± 5%, 92 ± 2%,
and 0.86, respectively. Next, the overall accuracy of the JAXA forest map is 92 ± 1% with the
Kappa coefficient of 0.76. The PALSAR-based forest map shows a higher overall accuracy, while the
Landsat-based forest maps show slightly lower overall accuracy between 85 ± 2% and 87 ± 2%,
and a Kappa coefficient from 0.56 to 0.64. The overall accuracy of each forest map in the mountain and
plain region is calculated for further analysis. Although all forest maps show higher overall accuracy
more than 80% in mountain and plain region, the producer accuracy and Kappa coefficient of all
forest maps indicate a larger difference in the plain region and a smaller difference in the mountain
region. Specifically, the producer accuracy of the PL-based and JAXA forest maps are 71 ±7% and
59 ± 8%, while the Landsat-based forest maps are less than 20% in the plain region. That means
that the omission error of the Landsat-based forest maps is far higher than the PALSAR-based forest
maps, and the radar data had a great advantage in estimating the agroforest area in the plain region.
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In addition, compared with the PL-based forest map, the JAXA forest map shows a higher omission
error and commission error in the plain region.

Table 2. Forest accuracy assessments of the PL-based and the other five forest maps. Accuracy measures
are adjusted with the area of each stratum and presented by a 95% confidence interval.

Forest Maps Landform Wi UA PA OA Kappa

PL-based
Study area 0.10 0.92 ± 0.02 0.71 ± 0.05 0.95 ± 0.01 0.86
Mountain 0.25 0.97 ± 0.02 0.68 ± 0.07 0.88 ± 0.04 0.83

Plain 0.07 0.84 ± 0.05 0.71 ± 0.07 0.97 ± 0.01 0.82

JAXA
Study area 0.08 0.85 ± 0.03 0.48 ± 0.04 0.92 ± 0.01 0.76
Mountain 0.16 0.97 ± 0.02 0.38 ± 0.04 0.74 ± 0.05 0.67

Plain 0.06 0.73 ± 0.06 0.59 ± 0.08 0.96 ± 0.01 0.73

NLCD-China
Study area 0.06 0.94 ± 0.02 0.31 ± 0.03 0.87 ± 0.02 0.64
Mountain 0.30 0.96 ± 0.02 0.70 ± 0.06 0.87 ± 0.04 0.80

Plain 0.01 0.75 ± 0.05 0.06 ± 0.01 0.87 ± 0.02 0.15

GlobeLand30
Study area 0.05 0.95 ± 0.02 0.26 ± 0.02 0.86 ± 0.02 0.64
Mountain 0.26 0.97 ± 0.02 0.70 ± 0.06 0.88 ± 0.04 0.83

Plain 0.01 0.64 ± 0.06 0.04 ± 0.01 0.86 ± 0.02 0.10

ChinaCover
Study area 0.05 0.95 ± 0.02 0.26 ± 0.02 0.87 ± 0.02 0.61
Mountain 0.24 0.99 ± 0.01 0.53 ± 0.05 0.79 ± 0.04 0.72

Plain 0.01 0.76 ± 0.06 0.07 ± 0.01 0.87 ± 0.02 0.23

FROM-GLC
Study area 0.07 0.86 ± 0.03 0.30 ± 0.02 0.85 ± 0.02 0.56
Mountain 0.26 0.92 ± 0.03 0.51 ± 0.04 0.74 ± 0.04 0.61

Plain 0.03 0.57 ± 0.06 0.13 ± 0.03 0.86 ± 0.02 0.19

Note: Wi: proportion of area mapped.

3.1.2. Zoom-In Analyses of the PL-Based and the Other Five Forest Maps

In this study, forest is mainly distributed in the mountain regions or surrounding villages,
croplands, and highways. Here, we randomly select four case regions and show zoom-in maps
with more details to analyze the discrepancy between the PL-based and other forest maps, which
explains why the forest maps based on Landsat can have higher omission error (Figure 6).
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In the mountain regions, highly consistency of spatial distribution are found in those of the
forest maps; the PL-based, GlobeLand30, and ChinaCover forest maps show more details and texture
features of forest; the JAXA forest area is underestimated due to a higher omission error, and the
forest details are ignored in the NLCD-China forest map as well; and the forest area of FROM-GLC is
overestimated due to higher commission error. In the surrounding villages and croplands, the spatial
distribution of the PL-based forest map agrees well with Google Earth, while some buildings and
croplands are identified as forest in the JAXA forest map. The forest area is vastly underestimated in
the other forest maps. Last, on either side of the highway, good consistency is shown in the PL-based
forest map and Google Earth; the area of JAXA forest map is slightly underestimated; the area of the
NLCD-China and GlobeLand30 forests are seriously underestimated due to higher omission errors;
the area of the ChinaCover and FROM-GLC forests are overestimated to some extent. Specifically,
the PL-based forest map shows a good spatial distribution and consistency with Google Earth in
four case regions. The JAXA and other Landsat-based forest maps show good spatial distribution
and consistency with Google Earth in the mountain regions. The areas of these forest maps are
overestimated or underestimated to some extent in the surrounding villages, croplands, and highways.

3.2. Forest Area Comparison Among Six Satellite-Based Forest Maps

Figure 7 shows the forest areas of the PL-based and the other five forest maps in the NCP, mountain
region, and plain region. The total forest area of the PL-based forest map is approximately 4.46 m ha in
the NCP 2010, followed by JAXA (3.28 m ha) and the FROM-GLC forest map (3.15 m ha). The total
forest area of the GlobeLand30 forest map is 2.13 m ha, which is the lowest among the six forest maps.
In the mountain region, the estimated forest area among these forest maps shows a smaller difference,
while the estimated forest area show a larger difference in the plain region. Specifically, the forest area
of the PL-based forest map is 1.93 m ha in the mountain region, which is similar to the Landsat-based
forest maps estimated forest area from 1.80 to 2.28 m ha. The larger difference exist between JAXA
(1.19 m ha) and the other five forest maps in the mountain region, due to the higher omission error.
In the plain region, the forest area estimated from the PL-based forest map (2.52 m ha) is similar to the
JAXA forest map (2.08 m ha), but much higher than NLCD-China (0.40 m ha), GlobeLand30 (0.14 m ha),
ChinaCover (0.43 m ha), and FROM-GLC (1.14 m ha) forest maps.
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At the county scale, the good linear relationships between the PL-based and the other forest
maps are found (Figure 8). The forest area of the PL-based map has a stronger linear relationship
with the JAXA and NLCD-China forest maps (R2 = 0.71 and 0.70), but a weaker linear relationship
with those of GlobeLand30, ChinaCover, and FROM-GLC forest maps; the value of R2 was 0.60, 0.66,
and 0.52, respectively. The optical products tend to have lower forest area due to the forest area of
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partial counties being underestimated. The result of the linear relationships agrees with the accuracy
of these forest maps in the plain region.

Remote Sens. 2018, 10, x FOR PEER REVIEW  11 of 18 

counties being underestimated. The result of the linear relationships agrees with the accuracy of these 
forest maps in the plain region. 

 
Figure 8. Relationships of different forest maps in terms of county-level areas, using the PL-based 
forest map as the reference. 

3.3. Spatial Consistency among the PL-Based and the Other Five Forest Maps 

At the pixel scale, the spatial consistency and uncertainties are presented in Figure 9. The good 
spatial consistency mainly occurred in the mountain region with higher forest coverage, such as the 
Taihang Mountains. However, the low spatial consistency is widely distributed in the plain region 
with lower forest coverage, such as mainly agricultural zones in Shandong and Henan provinces. 

 
Figure 9. Spatial comparison between the PL-based and other forest maps. 

Figure 8. Relationships of different forest maps in terms of county-level areas, using the PL-based
forest map as the reference.

3.3. Spatial Consistency among the PL-Based and the Other Five Forest Maps

At the pixel scale, the spatial consistency and uncertainties are presented in Figure 9. The good
spatial consistency mainly occurred in the mountain region with higher forest coverage, such as the
Taihang Mountains. However, the low spatial consistency is widely distributed in the plain region
with lower forest coverage, such as mainly agricultural zones in Shandong and Henan provinces.
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In detail, the spatial consistency index of the forests between PL-based and other forest maps is
relatively low. In the NCP (Figure 10a), the highest spatial consistency index of the forests is presented
between the NLCD-China and GlobeLand30 forest maps (0.58), while the lowest spatial consistency
index of the forests is shown between the JAXA and FROM-GLC forest maps (0.28), and the spatial
consistency index of the forests between PL-based and JAXA forest maps is 0.36. In the mountain region
(Figure 10b), the highest spatial consistency index of the forests is presented between the NLCD-China
and GlobeLand30 forest maps (0.63), while the lowest spatial consistency index of the forests is shown
between JAXA and ChinaCover forest maps (0.48). In the plain region (Figure 10c), the highest spatial
consistency index of the forests is presented between the PL-based and JAXA forest maps (0.24),
while the lowest spatial consistency index of the forests is shown between the JAXA and GlobeLand30
forest maps (0.01). It is remarkable that the NLCD-China, Globeland30, ChinaCover, and FROM-GLC
forest maps are generated based on Landsat data, which has a higher spatial consistency index of
forests with each other, while the PL-based and JAXA forest maps are generated based on PALSAR
data, which have lower spatial consistency index of forests with optical products.
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3.4. Distribution of Areas with Different Forest Densities

The PL-based forest map can capture more details of forests, i.e., forest patches, than the other
five forest maps (Figure 6). Here, we aggregate the 30-m forest maps into 900-m gridcells with
forest fraction values, to investigate the frequency of different sizes of forest patches. Figure 11
shows the distribution of areas with different forest densities using the forest fractional gridcells at
900-m resolution. The results show that the PL-based forest map has a higher frequency in the low
forest proportion gradients than the other five forest maps, followed by the FROM-GLC (Figure 11a).
That means the low proportion of forests can be better identified in the PL-based forest map.

A similar result can also be found in the mountain and plain region, according to the analogous
broken line graphs shown in Figure 11b,c. Specifically, the PL-based forest map presents a robust and
stable ability to identify the low proportion of forests in the mountain and plain region, while the other
forest maps have lower estimates in the areas with low forest density. To be specific, the Landsat-based
forest maps have a higher intensity in the forest proportion gradients in the mountain region than in
the plain region. Compared to the other forest maps, the JAXA forest map shows a lower intensity in
the forest proportion gradients in the mountain region due to higher omission error, while it shows
higher in the plain region. The gap between PL-based and Landsat-based forest maps is smaller in
the mountain region than in the plain region. Along with the increase of forest proportion gradients,
forests tend to be easily identified and omission errors decreased among the six forest maps.
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4. Discussion

4.1. Advantages of Forest Mapping through Integrating PALSAR and Landsat Data

In this study, a new forest map at the spatial resolution of 30-m was generated, through integrating
25-m PALSAR data and 30-m Landsat TM/ETM+ images in the NCP. In a previous study, Qin et al. [40]
generated a 50-m forest map based on 50-m PALSAR data and 250-m MODIS data in China in
2010. We further improved the method by applying 30-m Landsat images, which can better exclude
built-up caused commission errors. Hence, the PL-based forest map integrated the advantages of
forest structural information from L-band PALSAR data and spectral information from Landsat data.
Compared with other forest maps based on single PALSAR or Landsat data, the PL-based forest map
had highest accuracy in the study area (Table 2).

We also tested the data level fusion-based forest mapping method in this study (Supplemental
Information). However, we found that the accuracy of that map is lower than the accuracy from this
study (Table S1). That could be related to the time mismatch of the mosaicked PALSAR and Landsat
images. A data fusion based on the original PALSAR and Landsat images with close dates could be
more reasonable; however, it cannot be achieved due to the data unavailability of original PALSAR
data. Therefore, we did not include the data level fusion-based forest map for inter-comparison in the
main text. That approach will be considered in a future study.

Moreover, we found that the PALSAR-based forest maps had a higher accuracy than those
based on Landsat in the traditional agricultural zone. In the NCP, the trees are mainly planted
along the highways, croplands, or surrounding villages, and the forest areas in these regions were
vastly underestimated according to the Landsat-based forest maps. The missing forest information in
Landsat-based products was largely attributed to the mixture pixel issue. Both forests and high-biomass
crops have high greenness values and their features are similar in the peak of the growing season,
and forests tend to be misclassified as non-forests [15]. In contrast, the PALSAR data can penetrate
the canopy of the forests using its L-band that allows vertical structure information usable for forest
mapping. Moreover, the consistency between PALSAR and Landsat-based forest maps were higher in
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the mountain regions (Figure 6) while much lower in the plain regions. That showed the Landsat-based
forest maps tended to have higher omission errors in low forest density areas while their accuracy
was higher in high forest density area, which agreed with the previous study [15] about forest
underestimation in low forest intensity drylands.

4.2. Uncertainty between the PL-Based and Other Forest Maps

Although the PL-based forest map showed a good spatial distribution and accuracy in the NCP,
some uncertainties still existed. The first uncertainty comes from the data source. The PALSAR data
were acquired from June to October, and the classification accuracy could be influenced by seasonal
land changes during the period of June to October. For example, the radar backscatter of crops could
increase in the growing season and a decrease in the harvest season of crops [21]. Hence, these pixels
influenced by seasonal land changes could be misclassified by using annually composited images.

The second uncertainty resulted from the forest definition. The definition of forest was considered
to play a critical role in the assessment of forest area [45]. In this study, we adopted the same
definition of forest as that of JAXA and FAO: tree cover over 10% and tree height over 5-m. The forest
area according to the PL-based forest map was 4.46 m ha in the NCP. Compared with the PL-based
forest map, the NLCD-China and GlobeLand30 forest maps used a looser forest definition (only tree
cover over 10%, no criteria for tree height); however, their forest areas were estimated less than the
PL-based forest map (2.68 and 2.13 m ha, respectively). That could be related to the limitation of
optical satellite data in separating forests and high-biomass crops. Although the PL-based forest
map and the JAXA forest map adopted the same definition, the forest area according to the JAXA
forest map (3.28 m ha) was also less than that of the PL-based forest map. The primary reason was
that the JAXA forest map had a higher omission error than the PL-based forest map in the mountain
regions. The application of the tree height over 5-m criteria was also challenging due to the reliability
of training and validation samples. The PALSAR data are more correlated with tree structure and
height; therefore, the involvement of PALSAR data could provide a more robust estimate in terms of
tree height, than that based on the single optical data.

The third uncertainty derived from the algorithms of forest mapping. The PL-based forest map
was produced based on a robust algorithm from our previous study, which adopted the improved
thresholds for the algorithm and the involvement of finer resolution Landsat imagery. Our previous
studies proved the reliability of uniform threshold values [40]. The JAXA forest map [2] provided
a decision tree algorithm with smaller HV threshold values than the PL-based forest map; in addition,
the object-based analyses after a segmentation process may cause the loss of sparse forest patches [2].
Hence, the JAXA forest map tended to miss those regions with lower forest coverage. The GlobeLand30
and ChinaCover also adopted a pixel-object-knowledge-based (POK-based) classification approach
and an object-oriented classification algorithm, respectively. The segmentation processes could also
introduce some potential information loss about sparse forests. The NLCD-China forest map was
generated based on a visual interpretation approach. Compared with the PL-based forest map,
this approach needed massive costs to achieve, and the accuracy of forest mapping relied on the
experiences of professionals.

4.3. Implications for Future Forest Mapping

Compared with the other forest maps, the PL-based forest map in this study showed a higher
accuracy and could discriminate more agroforests in the NCP, especially in the plain agricultural
production regions. As the agroforests were mainly distributed along the croplands or surrounding
villages, they had a direct impact on human livelihood and ecosystem services. For example,
agroforests around villages can provide functions of greenery, embellishment, and shade; agroforests
around croplands, named shelter-belt trees, can provide the function of water cleaning through
reducing nutrient and soil runoff. These shelter-belt trees on croplands were widely distributed in
the NCP and were established with a limited width, which can be discriminated by the PL-based
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forest map at 30-m resolution. Moreover, the shelter-belt trees on croplands also play an important
role in regulating regional climate [52–54], including decreasing wind speed, regulating temperature,
and increasing atmospheric humidity. Currently, the construction of shelter-belt trees on croplands still
has some deficiencies owing to lack of data about its distribution. The PL-based forest map can provide
detailed spatial distribution information, which has important implications for forest management.
In addition, agroforest planting could contribute to food security by restoring the soil fertility for food
crops in the typical agricultural area, while superfluous forest planting could occupy more croplands
and threaten food security. Thus, how to make better use of the PL-based forest map to manage the
agroforest resources is an important issue.

Accurate assessment of carbon budget was vital to acquaint the global carbon cycle and
contemplate future climate change, especially in the context of global warming. Annual estimates
due to deforestation and land use changes are still uncertain, and most of the underlying data cannot
provide accurate forest information [55]. In this case, by picking up the missed agroforest information
in the agricultural zone, carbon budget can be estimated with a higher accuracy [56]. The PL-based
forest map integrated the advantage of forest spatial structural information and spectral information
and can identify more detailed biomass information, which can help to reduce the uncertainty of the
carbon budget.

5. Conclusions

Forest information is critical for assessing changes in biodiversity, carbon and water cycles in
typical agricultural zones, and for supporting conservation management. However, several forest
maps have large uncertainties in describing forests, owing to the differences of definitions, algorithms,
and data sources. In this study, we generated a PL-based forest map with 30-m spatial resolution based
on a decision tree approach, through integrating 25-m PALSAR data and 30-m Landsat TM/ETM+
images in the NCP from circa 2010. The PL-based forest map showed a higher overall accuracy
(95 ± 1%) and Kappa coefficient (0.86). In the densely forested regions, all forest maps showed higher
accuracies, while in plain regions the PL-based forest map showed higher accuracy than those from
Landsat. We also found that the PL-based had the highest forest area (4.46 m ha) in the NCP, while the
Landsat-based forest maps underestimated forest area (ranging from 2.13–3.15 m ha), especially in the
plain region, mainly caused by a higher omission error. This indicated that the integration of PALSAR
and Landsat data has more advantages in estimating forest area than that based on Landsat in the
traditional agricultural production regions. This study suggested a promising approach to identify
agroforests by integrating PALSAR and Landsat data in the future. The resultant PL-based forest map
is expected to provide timely and effective information for guiding forest and agricultural management
in this typical agricultural zone. In the future, the increasing availability of optical and microwave
sensors could promote the data fusion and integration of different data sources, and further improve
our capability for forest monitoring, carbon budget estimation, and agricultural management.
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