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Land Cover Map of Forest Lake, Texas

Classification Method: Maximum Likelihood
Classification System: T.G.I.C. Level 4
Satellite Imagery: IKONOS June 7, 2000
Data Source: PCA
Post Process: None
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Land Cover Map of Forest Lake, Texas

Classification Method: Artificial Neural Network
Classification System: T.G.I.C. Level 4
Satellite Imagery: IKONOS June 7, 2000
Data Source: PCA and Thermal
Post Process: None
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Land Cover Map of Forest Lake, Texas

Classification Method: Maximum Likelihood
Classification System: U.S.G.S. LULC Classification Level 2
Satellite Imagery: Landsat ETM+ July 20, 2000
Data Source: PCA and Thermal
Post Process: None
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Land Cover Map of Forest Lake, Texas

Classification Method: Artificial Neural Network
Classification System: U.S.G.S. LULC Classification Level 2
Satellite Imagery: Landsat ETM+ July 20, 2000

Data Source: PCA

Post Process: None
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Land Cover Map of Forest Lake, Texas

Classification Method: Maximum Likelihood

Classification System: T.G.I.C. Level 2

Satellite Imagery: IKONOS June 7, 2000

Data Source: PCA and CHM

Post Process: None

" Land Cover Class

- Woody Wetland
- Woodland
- Water
- Shrubland

- Natural Herbaceous

- Forested

|:| Emergent Wetland

Land Cover Map of Forest Lake, Texas

Classification Method: Artificial Neural Network

Classification System: T.G.I.C. Level 2

Satellite Imagery: IKONOS June 7, 2000

Data Source: PCA, CHM, DTM and Thermal

Post Process: None
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Land Cover Map of Forest Lake, Texas

Classification Method: Maximum Likelihood
Classification System: U.S.G.S. LULC Classification Level 1
Satellite Imagery: Landsat ETM+ July 20, 2000
Data Source: PCA, CHM, DTM and Thermal
Post Process: None
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Land Cover Map of Forest Lake, Texas

Classification Method: Artificial Neural Network
Classification System: U.S.G.S. LULC Classification Level 1
Satellite Imagery: Landsat ETM+ July 20, 2000
Data Source: PCA
Post Process:
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Land Cover Map of Forest Lake, Texas

Classification Method: Maximum Likelihood

Classification System: T.G.I.C. Level 2

Satellite Imagery: IKONOS June 7, 2000

Data Source: PCA and CHM

Post Process: Filter

i Land Cover Class

- Woody Wetland
- Woodland
- Water
- Shrubland

- Natural Herbaceous

- Forested

|:| Emergent Wetland

Land Cover Map of Forest Lake, Texas

Classification Method: Maximum Likelihood
Classification System: U.S.G.S. LULC Classification Level 1
Satellite Imagery: Landsat ETM+ July 20, 2000
Data Source: PCA, CHM, DTM and Thermal
Post Process: Filter
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