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Uncextainty assessment: 1local-national demos

* Product uncertainty metrics and scatter plots with field AGE Gsv
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Total clearance:
« User’s accuracy: 91%

* Producer’s accuracy: 100%
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https://geoservice.dlr.de/web/maps/eoc:tcclde

Uncextainty assessment: European wide biomass mapping
Methodological approach
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Preliminary results

20 m European wide biomass map tend to underestimate >100 Mg/ha
and to slightly overestimate at lower AGB (<100 Mg/ha), compared to
LIiDAR maps in particular
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Product assessment - user survey

« Objective:

» Assess the value of the delivered products (i.e.
estimates/maps on forest variables, AGB and AGB

change detection) and the overall utility to the project
users.

« Seven organizations responded

« Overall Results:

« General satisfaction with the demonstrations, most
recommendations go on the line of enhancing the
spatial resolution and the accuracy of the results
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What is the potential for the provided products to be used
in the core work and/or decision making cycles of your
oxrganization?

@® Very likely
® Likely

@ Unsure

@ Unlikely

@ Very unlikely
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Whexe do you see the potential use of the products in your
oxganization?

Forest management planning and decision making proce:s:s I
Forest disturbance maonitoring I
\/ oluntary cartbbaon market reporting
Forest investment and insurance M
Official monitoring or reporting to meet requirements (e.q.. . MM
Forest certification processes MMM
Promotional material and periodic reports for shareholders MMM
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If any, what are the barriers of the organization to uptake
the products provided

Quality of the prod
g sutrcient TR

Lack of technical resourc
(e9. earth observation data, [N
auxiliary data, algorithms)




Was the information about production processes and results well
descxribed in the Delivexy Note provided?

@ The technical note was well understood
@ The technical note was partially

understood
@ The technical note was not understood.
@ The technical note was not understood.

If so,
@ Nicer graphs
@ Technical note was short, e.g.,

definitions, what biomass is included
etc.

Overall recommendations to the Delivery Note:

« Format: more schematic, less complex language

« Content: Further information on the temporal extent, biomass model description, forest
definition, C pools, justify the reason of using only a selection of the plots measured on the
field, etc.

« Meetings that support the explanation of the products
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In comparison to existing and historical information your

organization regularly uses, where has the products provided added
value?

Greater temporal frequency of information /[N INa AN AR EAEE AR AR RRR AR
Ability to ‘scale-up’ for nationwide operation NI
Wider area coverage | ININININRNMMINI
Ability to respond to ad-hoc information. . MIIRIINWRmTImmm
Not provided added value at all I
Greater spatial detail (resolution) W

Greater thematic detail (# of variables) | ummmimmm

0 2 < 6

A\ Forest Carbon




Spatial resolution: are you satisfied or would you have
preferred othexr spatial resolutions (minimum mapping unit)

@ sSatisfied with the 10-30 m spatial
resolution provided

®15m

@ 510m

@ 30-100 m

@ 100 m OR coarser
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Temporal resolution of the forest structure and biomass products: are
you satisfied or would you have preferred other temporal frequency?

@ Satisfied with annual products
® Sub-annual

@ Biennial

@® 3-5years

@® >5 years
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Temporal resolution of the change products: are you satisfied
or would you have preferred a different resolution?

@ Satisfied with annual products
@ Sub-annual

@ Biennial

® 3-5 years

@® >5 years
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Regarding the accuracy of the products, how satisfied are you
overall?

@ Very satisfied
@ Satisfied

@ Unsure

@ Unsatisfied

@ Very unsatisfied
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Do you have recommendations on how to improve the products or what
kind of products should be provided to make them usable for your
oxrganization

- Higher spatial resolution to obtain results for individual stands.

» For forest management, better accuracy is heeded together with a
better spatial resolution.

- Uncertainty map that go together with the mapped variables.

- Besides the accuracy of the results, the usefulness of the platform will
highly depend on how interactive and user-friendly it is.

« Further information on future productions plans, methodological details,
tree species information for etc.

- Less overlap required.
- Use more imagery data sources (even not free) and more ground data.
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Thank youl!

More information at:
https://www.forestcarbonplatform.org
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https://www.forestcarbonplatform.org/

