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Abstract: Management and monitoring of vulnerable coastal marshes rely on accurate ground height
estimates. However, marsh surface characteristics such as vegetation and water presence complicate
aerial remote sensing of the ground. Towards developing an improved understanding and techniques
for these remote sensing efforts, this study established relationships among data collection flight
altitude, surface characteristics, and ground height estimate accuracy within Juncus roemerianus
Scheele-dominated marshes. Uncrewed Aerial System (UAS) Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR)
sampling was conducted at five altitudes for five marsh sites and one local control site. Survey-
grade topographic measurements and marsh surface characteristics were recorded at each site for
comparison. Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) and linear mixed-effects modeling were used to
quantify relationships among vertical error, altitude, and surface characteristics. For low (24–72 m)
and high (96–120 m) altitudes Above Ground Level (AGL), the RMSE values were 49 cm and 17 cm,
respectively. Despite this appreciable improvement in accuracy with increasing flight altitude, point
density values of these datasets limit applications. Linear mixed-effects modeling further emphasized
the complex relationships between sensor footprint size, surface characteristics, and ground height
estimates. These findings have direct implications for elevation modeling and monitoring efforts of
frequently inundated, coastal marshes.

Keywords: Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR); Uncrewed Aerial Systems (UAS); salt marsh; flight
altitude; ground height; vertical accuracy; Juncus roemerianus (Black Needlerush); vegetation canopy
height; water depth; Mississippi

1. Introduction

Environmental monitoring and habitat mapping of coastal marshes are increasingly
relied upon to characterize changes in marsh areal extent and vulnerability of plant com-
munities over time. These efforts are important because of the critical ecosystem services
which marsh plant communities provide, such as buffering from storm surge and wave
energy [1–3], providing habitat for coastal wildlife, sequestering atmospheric and organic
carbon [4,5], and mitigating land subsidence and loss through sediment capture [6,7]. Given
the sensitivity of coastal marsh to sea level rise and subsidence, understanding change
in marsh surface height is an important component of marsh monitoring [8,9]. Passive
remote sensing methods for determining marsh ground surface height such as Structure
from Motion (SfM) are commonly applied in vegetated environments, but with limited suc-
cess [10–14]. Dense, tall, and homogenous vegetation existing on marsh platforms creates
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challenges for the automated photogrammetric methods implemented in software, often
leading to overestimations of ground surface height [13,15]. For these passive methods,
densely vegetated environments with limited visible, rigid structures are often more con-
ducive to the generation of Digital Surface Models (DSMs) representing the canopy surface
rather than Digital Terrain Models (DTMs) which represent the ground surface [12–14].
Alternatively, aerial LiDAR is recognized as having greater canopy-penetrating capabilities
than aerial photogrammetry [12,15,16] and can be operated over much larger areas than in
situ field surveys.

The determination of ground height in coastal marsh environments using LiDAR also
presents unique problems [17–20]. Coastal marshes are characterized by homogenous,
dense canopies [21]. When the ground is covered by vegetation, discrete return and
full waveform LiDAR sensors can record multiple height estimates per outgoing pulse.
However, discrete return LiDAR systems often cannot record separate vegetation surface
returns and near-ground returns in short, dense canopies [22–25]. In taller canopies, LiDAR
systems may record multiple returns, but these returns are predominantly from upper
and mid-canopy heights [19,20,22]. LiDAR pulses that penetrate the marsh canopy to the
underlying terrain often encounter standing water. This can inhibit the pulse from returning
to the sensor, as many LiDAR systems operate using a near-infrared wavelength that is
significantly absorbed by water. Canopy height, stem density, leaf structure and orientation,
growth habit, and other canopy characteristics also affect LiDAR pulses [20,22,25].

When compared to UASs, LiDAR sensors flown on crewed aircraft operate at high
altitudes, resulting in relatively large laser footprints on the ground and thus lower point
densities relative to UAS LiDAR systems. However, flight time and coverage are much
higher for crewed aircraft. By contrast, UAS LiDAR systems can potentially resolve smaller
topographic features [26]. UAS platforms can also be more feasible to operate at a fine
temporal resolution and are more rapidly deployable because of their lower operational
cost and accessibility [27,28]. Furthermore, with pre-programmed flight plans, repeat
surveying of the same area is simplified [29].

Very few studies have assessed the accuracy of UAS LiDAR systems in measuring
ground height in coastal marshes [15,30]. In comparing UAS LiDAR and photogrammetry in
a marsh dominated by Spartina alterniflora Loisel (Smooth Cordgrass), Pinton et al. (2021) [15]
found that LiDAR yielded more accurate ground heights versus UAS photogrammetry and
suggested that future efforts should investigate how the discrepancy may be influenced
by flight altitude [15]. In a Spanish coastal marsh, Curcio et al. (2022) [30] compared
the efficacy of UAS LiDAR in determining ground height from two altitudes and varied
sensor scanning configurations. They found that a lower flight altitude of 60 m slightly
decreased RMSE values from those at 100 m and measurement reliability was increased
with increasing point cloud density [30]. Although the effects of altitude on ground height
estimate uncertainty within densely vegetated marsh settings was demonstrated by the
aforementioned study, relationships among flight altitude and marsh surface characteristics
such as canopy height and structure, plant species, and water depth should be explored
further. Understanding these relationships will help guide future data collection efforts.

Because of the widespread dominance of S. alterniflora along the Atlantic and parts
of the Gulf of Mexico coast, more research focus has been placed on quantifying ground
height estimate uncertainty in marshes dominated by S. alterniflora marshes than those
dominated by J. roemerianus [15,20,22,23,31,32]. Along the Mississippi Gulf Coast, USA,
J. roemerianus-dominated marshes comprise approximately 96% of the mainland marsh
area, making this an important species for research [33]. Medeiros et al. (2015), Hladik
and Alber (2012), and Schmid et al. (2011) describe similar inaccuracies associated with
Juncus roemerianus Scheele (Black Needlerush) when investigating airplane-mounted LiDAR
systems [22,25,34]. However, the effects of J. roemerianus on ground height estimate error
have been studied considerably less [22]. Establishing a more detailed understanding of
marsh ground height estimates in these areas is an important contribution to the current
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body of related research, and, more specifically, provides an important baseline for future
research along the Mississippi Gulf Coast.

Herein, we assess the accuracy of UAS LiDAR-derived ground height estimates in a
J. roemerianus-dominated coastal marsh setting, comparing and incorporating data from
a control site and using a novel ground classification technique. The primary goal of
this study was to examine the relationships among UAS LiDAR ground height estimate
accuracy, flight altitude, and surface characteristics in these marsh settings. Five sites from
within Mississippi’s Coastal Preserves and one control site for comparison were surveyed.
UAS LiDAR data were collected along a sampling transect at each of the sites at five
different altitudes. Topographic field surveys were conducted along the same transects
to record precise ground elevation, and site characteristics including water depth, canopy
height, and canopy orientation to assess these relationships with LiDAR measurement
accuracy. Results indicate that altitude and marsh surface characteristics both impact
LiDAR ground height estimates within J. roemerianus-dominated coastal marshes. The
relationships established here highlight key areas for future, pertinent research towards
mitigating ground height estimate error in airborne LiDAR datasets.

2. Materials and Methods

To evaluate accuracy of UAS LiDAR-derived marsh ground height estimates, five dif-
ferent J. roemerianus marsh transects were surveyed using UAS LiDAR and an on-the-
ground, rod-mounted, Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS) roving receiver. Addi-
tionally, a control transect over asphalt and mowed grass was surveyed six times during
the study to assess sensor performance. LiDAR flights were conducted at five altitudes
at each site. Altitude-based correction factors were derived based on the control site. The
GNSS field survey was conducted at 1 m intervals along each transect and included mea-
surements of canopy height and water depth. Any unique site characteristics (e.g., flattened
canopy, sparse canopy, presence of water channels, etc.) were recorded. After heights
were corrected for flight altitude, point cloud datasets were classified using a novel ground
estimation method. Finally, vertical accuracy was assessed by computing the Root Mean
Squared Error, RMSE, of these LiDAR heights compared with the corresponding GNSS
heights for both the classified and unclassified datasets. The major steps conducted in the
methodology of this study are displayed in Figure 1.
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2.1. Site Selection

The locations of the J. roemerianus-dominated marsh sites that were selected for study
from within five Mississippi Coastal Preserves, along with one control site established at the
University of Southern Mississippi (USM) Gulf Park Campus are shown in Figure 2. The
Mississippi Coastal Preserves consist of approximately 16,000 ha of protected estuarine area
spanning Mississippi’s coastline [35]. Sites were selected from within the Hancock County,
Grand Bayou, Wolf River, Graveline Bay, and Pascagoula River Marsh Preserves. All sites
were restricted to general airspace as designated by the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA). Sites were required to be accessible by road, traversable by foot for ground surveys,
and dominated by homogenous stands of J. roemerianus (Figure 3). Within each preserve,
a 60 m sampling transect perpendicular to the adjacent upland/marsh transition was
established. Minimal adjustments to the orientation and the start of the transect were made
when necessary to ensure J. roemerianus dominance along the transect and to avoid tidal
rivulets and creeks that could not be easily traversed. The on-campus control site consisted
of a 60 m transect that spanned 40 m of sparsely vegetated, mowed grass and 20 m of an
adjacent asphalt parking lot. This site was included to assess the ground height estimate
accuracy of the UAS LiDAR sensor in comparison with GNSS field survey measurements.
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2.2. Field Data Collection

All field data from marsh sites were acquired during the 2021 and 2022 growing
seasons. During this time, there were no significant tropical cyclone impacts to the study
areas. LiDAR data were collected prior to ground surveys to allow data acquisition of
undisturbed vegetation and soil surfaces. All positions referenced the NAD83 (2011) datum
and ellipsoid.

2.2.1. UAS-LiDAR Data Collection

LiDAR data were collected using a Microdrones md4-1000 quadcopter with an at-
tached SICK LD-MRS420201 LiDAR sensor. This sensor is a discrete return LiDAR with
the capability to record three range measurements per pulse from two near-infrared
(905 nm ± 10 nm) lasers scanning at a frequency of 25 Hz. The reported horizontal and ver-
tical accuracy for this integrated platform and sensor is 6 cm when flown at 40 m AGL [36].

To validate the proper functioning of the LiDAR sensor for each sampling site, two con-
trol targets were placed above the marsh canopy at opposite ends of the sampling transect.
The targets were positioned similarly at the control site. The control targets consisted
of round, wooden plates, 0.4 m in diameter, positioned and leveled atop 2 m tall survey
tripods (Figure 4). The plates were painted white to increase reflectivity and were designed
after Davidson et al. (2019) [36]. The targets were highly visible in point cloud datasets
due to their height above the marsh canopy and point intensity information. Five GNSS
measurements were taken at the center of each control target using a Trimble R12i GNSS
receiver, with positions corrected to ±2 cm accuracy using USM Gulf Coast Geospatial
Center Real-Time Network (USM GCGC RTN) of GNSS Continuously Operating Reference
Stations (CORS) [37]. The mean of these measurements for each target served as geodetic
control for incident LiDAR returns to ensure normal sensor operation.

Figure 4. Control target set up in the Hancock County Marsh.

Along each sampling transect, LiDAR data were acquired at an approximately nadir
(0◦) scan angle for 5 different flight altitudes: 24 m, 48 m, 72 m, 96 m, and 120 m. These
were established by dividing the maximum allowable flight altitude of 120 m (400 ft)
above ground level (AGL) into five equal intervals. The flight plan consisted of a singular
flight line positioned directly over the planned topographic sampling transect. Data were
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acquired in a single pass along the flight line. By not sampling along adjacent, overlapping
flight lines, vertical error and/or canopy penetration attributed to oblique angle scanning
could be separated from error due to the presence of the vegetation canopy. Flight speed and
field-of-view remained constant at 2.5 m s−1 and 60◦, respectively. Flights were conducted
during low tide conditions to minimize the absorption and reflection of LiDAR pulses from
standing water beneath vegetation canopies. LiDAR data for two of the six control site
collections for 24 m were not used due to data storage failure. Due to data storage failure
and UAS flight operation limitations, data for flight altitudes 72 m and 96 m at Grand
Bayou, and 120 m at Graveline Bay were not completed.

2.2.2. Topographic Field Survey

Topographic sampling was performed immediately after LiDAR collection at all sites
except for one (Hancock County Marsh Preserve) in which field sampling was conducted
13 days later. However, there were no documented storm disturbances to the vegeta-
tion canopy during this period and ground collection was performed under similar tidal
conditions as during the LiDAR data collection. Ground height estimates were acquired
using a Trimble R12i GNSS receiver with real time corrections from the GCGC RTN at 1 m
spacing along a measuring tape. The receiver was attached to a 2 m survey rod with a
flat topographic shoe to prevent penetration into the soft marsh soil. Site characteristics
were recorded and logged at every sampling point. Plant species dominance (>50% ground
coverage) and any secondary species (>25% and <50% ground coverage) were determined,
and co-dominance was recorded when applicable. Additionally, canopy and water depth
were measured with a leveling rod. Other relevant information related to terrain, hydrology,
and canopy orientation, including incidences of flattened canopy, were also noted. LiDAR
ground returns within a 0.5 m radial distance of a given topographic sample were assumed
to be referencing the same ground height due to the gentle topographic gradient of the
control and marsh sites.

2.3. LiDAR Processing

Initial UAS trajectory corrections were made in POSPac UAV v8.6 (Applanix soft-
ware) [38]. For each flight, a 1 h GNSS data file in Receiver Independent Exchange (RINEX)
3.04 format was downloaded from the nearest GNSS CORS using the USM GCGC RTN
Reference Data Shop (http://rtn.usm.edu) (accessed on 5 January 2023) [37]. LiDAR point
clouds were georeferenced using mdInfinity v2020.5 [39].

2.3.1. Control Transect: LiDAR vs. GNSS Height

At altitudes below approximately 50 m, the LiDAR sensor consistently overestimated
ground height, while underestimating ground height at altitudes above 50 m in comparison
with the GNSS field survey measurements. Thus, correction factors were developed using
the control site data. Due to discrepancies in the point density and intensity information
between the grass and asphalt surface types, correction factors were developed using
only returns from asphalt. To account for differences in height that were observed among
sampling dates owing to variation in atmospheric conditions and satellite ephemeris
information, six sets of control data were used for correction factor generation. To generate
correction factors, all sets of control data were merged. For each altitude, 500 random
LiDAR samples were taken from the asphalt portion of the transect from within a 0.5 m
distance (buffer) from the GNSS field survey measurements. The height difference between
the mean LiDAR height (l−) and GNSS measurement height (g) was computed for LiDAR
samples within each buffer. These height differences were then averaged to compute
the mean height difference (MHD) for each altitude (a) using the total number of data
points (N):

MHDa =
∑N

i=1(l
− − g)

N

http://rtn.usm.edu
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MHD values were linearly regressed with altitude to compute a height correction
factor for each altitude (Figure 5 and Table 1). These correction factors were applied to all
marsh and control data prior to height accuracy evaluation.
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Table 1. Computed correction factors for study altitudes. Values are rounded to cm precision.

Altitude (m) Correction Factors (cm)

24 −3
48 +0
72 +3
96 +6

120 +9

2.3.2. Point Cloud Ground Classification

Studies evaluating the accuracy of LiDAR-derived elevation commonly use a mini-
mum bin-gridding classification approach that classifies the lowest point within a specified
grid size as ground [17,25,34,40]. This approach can lead to underestimation of true ground
surfaces and preferentially select lower, erroneous points [20,25,30]. Thus, we estimated
the ground points within each marsh dataset for each altitude based on a percentage of
the lowest returns, with this percentage determined based on the height range of measure-
ments obtained from the control site at the same altitude. All returns at the control site
were assumed to represent true ground returns, and the variability in each control dataset
compared with the topographic survey was assumed to represent variability inherent to
the sensor or due to external factors such as atmospheric conditions. By contrast, the marsh
sites exhibited much larger ranges due to the influence of returns from tall vegetation. At
the control site and each marsh site, height ranges were calculated within a 0.5 m buffer
around each sampling point along the transect for each altitude, and these height ranges
were averaged to produce a single height range for each dataset at each altitude. For each
altitude (a), the ratio of the average measurement height range at the control site (rc,a) to
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the height range at a given marsh site at the same altitude (rm) was used to estimate the
percentage of LiDAR returns representing the ground (GP) at the marsh site:

rc,a

rm,a
= GP

Thus, for marsh transects with large average height ranges (areas of tall, dense vegeta-
tion), the computed percentage of ground points to use for analysis was smaller than for
sites with much smaller average height ranges. This method is hereafter referred to as the
Ground Percentage Estimation (GPE) method.

A Python script was developed to extract the lowest marsh ground points based on
the computed ground percentage. For example, if the computed percentage of points to use
for a dataset was 30%, then this script selected the lowest 30% of marsh points within each
buffer to use for analysis. Preliminary testing revealed that the tool preferentially selected
groupings of low-elevated points (tidal creeks, gaps in the vegetation, etc.) within each
buffer rather than selecting a more even distribution of low-elevation returns. To mitigate
this, each buffer was split into 4 quadrants and the computed percentage of points were
selected from each of these quadrants.

To further quantify the effect of vegetation on LiDAR ground height estimate er-
ror, the GPE classified data was compared to the fully unclassified data. Although re-
lated studies have converted LiDAR point clouds into DEMs prior to accuracy assess-
ment [17,19,25,40–42], we compared LiDAR point clouds from these two classification
methods to high accuracy GNSS ground truth measurements to minimize potential error
introduced by DEM generation [1,2].

2.4. Accuracy Evaluation

The vertical accuracy of each LiDAR data collection was validated based on the heights
of returns incident upon the two control targets positioned at the beginning and end of each
transect. Target returns were selected based on their height above the ground and vegetation
canopy. To isolate lower intensity wooden plate returns from higher intensity returns from
the metal tripod legs, an intensity threshold was set using the las2las (filter) tool in LAStools
plugin for ArcGIS Pro [43]. The mean height of LiDAR returns was compared to the height
of the target measured using RTN GNSS. The vertical Mean Absolute Error (MAE) was
computed for each target. Values of MAE were computed as:

MAE =
∑N

i=1
∣∣yo − ypr

∣∣
N

, (1)

where N is the number of data points, yo is the observed value, and ypr is the predicted value.
Root-Mean-Squared Error (RMSE) was computed between the unclassified and GPE

classified datasets and the transect GNSS ground-truth measurements at each site. LiDAR
returns within a 0.5 m buffer of the topographic field measurements were used for analysis.
This workflow was conducted separately for the LiDAR data at each altitude. The outputs
were RMSE values that represented the overall error associated with each transect for a
given altitude. RMSE values were computed as:

RMSE =

√
∑N

i=1
(
yo − ypr

)2

N
, (2)

where N is the number of data points, yo is the observed value, and ypr is the pre-
dicted value.

2.5. Impacts of Surface Characteristics

A linear mixed-effects model was used to quantify the various influences of marsh
surface characteristics on LiDAR ground height differences (LiDAR–GNSS). Mixed-effects
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models include both fixed and random effects, allowing for variability within and among
hierarchical groups present in a dataset to be quantified alongside the effects of population-
level variables, similar to repeated measures ANOVAs used for nested data [44]. Fixed
variables are those that are expected to operate at the population level, with a predictable
response of the dependent variable across various samples regardless of their hierarchical
membership. Random variables are categorical grouping factors which model the hierarchi-
cal data structure and are included to quantify how samples from within each group differ
from the rest of the dataset, allowing for inferences to be made about population-level
fixed effects despite non-independence of the data within each hierarchical group [44].
Mixed-effects models are flexible in that they handle unbalanced designs well, allow for
continuous predictors without binning, and unlike repeated measures ANOVA, provide
information about the magnitude and direction of effects [44].

In our model, Site was represented as a random effect because we assume that differ-
ences are present among the sites which could not be completely captured due to limitations
in our field sampling, such as stem density and leaf area index, water turbidity, and at-
mospheric humidity. Population-level fixed effects included in the model were Altitude,
Inundation Depth, Erect Canopy Height, and Flattened Canopy Height, as well as the
two-way interactions among these variables. Mixed-effects modeling was performed in
R version 4.1.1 using the lme4 package [45,46]. The model was fitted using Restricted
Maximum Likelihood. Significance levels of the model coefficients were evaluated using
the Kenward–Roger approximation for degrees of freedom [47].

3. Results
3.1. Accuracy Evaluation

For target observations at the control site, MAE values did not exceed 8 cm at any alti-
tude once altitude-based correction factors were applied. For the five marsh observations,
these did not exceed 7 cm, indicating that the LiDAR system was operating as expected
throughout the duration of this study.

For the control site transect, there was no significant relationship between altitude and
RMSE (Figure 6). RMSE values of these data ranged from 1 cm to approximately 10 cm.
There was no consistent difference in RMSE between grass and asphalt surfaces. For the
marsh site transects, RMSE decreased with increases in altitude (Figure 7). Unclassified
data had higher RMSE values than GPE classified data for the lower altitudes and then
shared the same RMSE value for the altitudes of 96 and 120 m.
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Figure 7. RMSE by altitude for marsh site data. Graphs are separated by LiDAR ground classification
type. Adjusted r2 values for GPE and Unclassified datasets were 0.67 and 0.75, respectively. The
shaded area represents a 95% confidence interval.

Figure 8 displays RMSE values generated using all control and marsh site data points
collected throughout the duration of this study. Overall, J. roemerianus marsh sites exhibited
a negative linear trend (adj. r2 = 0.93) in RMSE with increases in altitude. Values for the
control site remained constant for all altitudes with minor discrepancies between asphalt
and grass ground surface types. RMSE values for grass surfaces were slightly greater
(≤2 cm) than those for asphalt at the 3 lowest altitudes. For 120 m AGL, the RMSE value
for asphalt climbed to ~4.5 cm.
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Figure 8. RMSE by altitude of the control site and marsh sites. Control site values are split by surface
type asphalt (hollow circles with solid line) or grass (hollow circles with dashed line), and marsh
values are split by classification type unclassified (hollow triangles with solid line) or GPE (hollow
triangles with dashed line).
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3.2. LiDAR Return Density and Distribution

Areal density of LiDAR returns among all datasets decreased exponentially with
increase in altitude AGL (Figures 9 and 10). For the control site, adjusted coefficient of
determination (r2) values were ≥0.97 for both paved and grass surface types (Figure 9).
For altitudes greater than 48 m at marsh sites, most datasets consisted primarily of 0◦

scan angle returns with few off-nadir returns. Adjusted r2 values for marsh datasets were
≥0.98. For the control and marsh sites, some buffers were excluded from analysis due to
an absence of LiDAR returns (Table 2).
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Table 2. Mean percentage of buffers containing LiDAR returns for the control and marsh sites. The
control site percentages were separated by ground surface type.

Surface Type

Altitude (m) Grass (%) Asphalt (%) Marsh (%)

24 99 100 98
48 100 100 98
72 100 100 84
96 100 100 34

120 100 59 34

3.3. Impacts of Surface Characteristics

The linear mixed-effects model indicated that the fixed effects (Inundation Depth, Erect
Canopy Height, Flattened Canopy Height, and Altitude) explained 57% of the variability
in LiDAR height difference (marginal r2 = 0.57). Although there were differences in vertical
height difference among sites, these site differences only explained 6% of the variability
in the data (ICC = 0.06), with the inclusion of the random effects improving the r-squared
value of the model by around 2% (conditional r2 = 0.59) (Tables 3 and 4).

Table 3. Random effects (site) values.

Random Effects

σ2 198.96
T00Site 12.32

ICC 0.06
N Site 4

Observations 815
Marginal r2/Conditional r2 0.568/0.593

Table 4. Conditional intercept terms added to the model based on the grouping variable (site).

Group Conditional Mean (cm) Conditional Standard Deviation (cm)

Graveline −3.451 1.012
Hancock −2.061 0.890

Pascagoula 3.010 1.042
Wolf 2.502 0.890

Independent of the variation seen among sites, altitude (m) had a significant negative
effect on the vertical difference in LiDAR returns compared with GNSS reference mea-
surements (p < 0.05, beta = −0.20 cm) (Table 5). This indicates that every 10 m increase
in flight altitude was associated with an accuracy improvement of 2 cm. Additionally,
inundation depth (cm) and erect canopy height (cm) significantly affected vertical accuracy
(p < 0.001), with erect canopy height demonstrating a positive effect on vertical difference
(beta = 0.25 cm) and inundation depth demonstrating a negative effect (beta = −3.47 cm).
The effect of the height of flattened sections of canopy had a relatively large positive effect
on vertical difference (beta = 0.39 cm). However, this effect was not significant in the model
(p = 0.019). This may be related to the distribution of the data values, which included many
zero values where no flattened canopy was present but fewer observations with nonzero
flattened canopy heights, with some flights only having a single measurement.
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Table 5. Fixed effects of the linear mixed-effects model. Grey cells indicate significant variables
(p-value = 0.05).

Ground Height Difference (cm)

Predictors Estimates Std. Error p-Value
(Intercept) 29.35 8.01 <0.001

Inundation depth (cm) −3.47 0.96 <0.001
Erect canopy height (cm) 0.25 0.05 <0.001

Altitude (m) −0.20 0.10 0.048
Flattened canopy height (cm) 0.39 0.30 0.189

Inundation depth × Flattened canopy height −0.03 0.01 0.003
Inundation depth × Erect canopy height 0.03 0.01 <0.001

Altitude × Flattened canopy height 0.00 0.00 0.081
Inundation depth × Altitude 0.01 0.00 0.013

Erect canopy height × Altitude −0.00 0.00 <0.001
Erect canopy height × Flattened canopy height −0.00 0.00 0.399

4. Discussion

The presence of dense, homogenous vegetation canopies has hindered aerial LiDAR
mapping and monitoring efforts of coastal marshes. Remotely sensed ground height es-
timates are often overestimated and resulting digital models of marsh ground surfaces
are not accurately depicted. Although this discrepancy has been investigated for airplane-
mounted LiDAR systems, the efficacy of UAS-LiDAR for mapping and monitoring of
these environments has only recently been explored by a limited number of studies [15,30].
The influence of altitude on ground height estimates in coastal marshes has been briefly
discussed or explored, but an in-depth analysis of this influence has not yet been reported.
The study presented here used precise topographic measurement samples and UAS-LiDAR
data collected at five different altitudes along a survey transect to characterize the in-
fluence of altitude and site surface characteristics on LiDAR ground height estimates in
five J. roemerianus-dominated coastal marsh settings across the Mississippi Gulf Coast. A
control site was surveyed using the same methods throughout the duration of this study for
comparison. Furthermore, a novel ground classification method was used prior to analysis
and compared to unclassified LiDAR point clouds to assess the influence of noise from
vegetation canopy returns on ground estimation. The results indicated a strong influence
of altitude on RMSE values within J. roemerianus marshes as compared to the control site.
Although higher flight altitudes reduced error values, point density values decreased
exponentially, making these higher accuracy datasets less useful for practical applications.
Finally, the GPE classification method improved RMSE values from unclassified data but
was ineffective at flight altitudes of 96 m and 120 m. Overall, the results indicate that the
influence of marsh surface characteristics on LiDAR ground height estimates cannot be
overlooked in data acquisition.

4.1. Influence of Altitude, Surface Characteristics, and Sensor Design

The inclusion of a control site for comparison with the five marsh sites was essential
for characterizing the effect of data collection altitude on LiDAR ground height estimates.
Throughout the duration of the study, RMSE values for observations of the control site
were ≤5 cm for all altitudes with two exceptions of higher values (Table 2). These lower
RMSE values in addition to the MAE values for the control targets at each site indicate
that the sensor was operating correctly and consistently for all observations during the
data collection period, and that altitude had little influence on ground/target estimates
in a controlled setting. Contrarily, altitude had a strong influence on RMSE values of the
five marsh sites. RMSE decreased with increases in altitude, with classified values ranging
from 57 to 12 cm at the lowest and highest altitudes, respectively (Figure 8). However,
an important consideration when interpreting these results is the coupled relationship
between point density and distribution and altitude. For the two lowest altitudes, 24 m
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and 48 m, point density values were consistent between all sites, including the control
site (Figures 9 and 10). For altitudes exceeding 48 m, the average point densities were
37 pts/m2 and 11 pts/m2 for control and marsh sites, respectively, indicating a 70% de-
crease (Figures 9 and 10). Moreover, LiDAR point density was not homogenous along the
transects for all altitudes. Instead, there was a steep decline in the percentage of buffers
containing points for the two highest altitudes, 96 m and 120 m (Table 4). Thus, increases in
altitude may reduce RMSE values for marsh sites, but the usability of the data is limited
due to the low density and sparse distribution of returns.

Vegetation characteristics such as species, canopy height and orientation, stem den-
sity, canopy cover, and spectral properties have been documented as being important
contributing factors to error in LiDAR ground height estimates in marshes and other
environments [22,29,30,48,49]. Although the current study focused only on one species,
J. roemerianus, erect and flattened canopy height values for this species had notable influ-
ences on LiDAR ground height estimates (Table 5). Unsurprisingly, increased erect canopy
height values were related to higher LiDAR ground height estimates, resulting in decreased
accuracy (Table 5). However, the small but significant interaction between erect canopy
height and altitude (beta = −0.002, p = < 0.001) demonstrated that as scanning altitude
increased, canopy height had a weaker negative effect on accuracy. With an increased
scanning altitude, the laser pulse is dispersed within the area of a larger laser footprint.
Thus, only the most dense, lower portions of the erect canopy could be recorded by the
system rather than the narrow, needle-like leaf tips of J. roemerianus. Hopkinson (2007) [48]
demonstrated this concept previously in a wooded environment. Boucher et al. (2023)
more recently investigated this relationship on grass, shrub, and tree canopies of a South
African savanna [29]. Their findings corroborate this relationship and further emphasized
the relevance of vegetation structure and composition [29]. The present study investigated
the influences of vegetation structure by including both erect and flattened canopy height
values into the linear mixed-effects model. Although flattened canopy height values were
not significant as a main effect in this model, it appears that for datasets flown at altitudes
≥ 72 m, areas of flattened canopy and near-ground surfaces were among the few surfaces
reflective enough to register a return and were thus highly visible in the point clouds. The
needle-like growth form of J. roemerianus provides a challenging incidence angle for nadir
aerial scanning. Accordingly, with increasing altitude, the likelihood of backscattering
from erect leaves back to the sensor decreases. However, for flattened or dead canopy
portions, incidence angle is improved, providing a surface for backscatter in the appropri-
ate direction. Additionally, flattened canopy areas tended to have a higher proportion of
dead leaves, likely contributing to higher reflectance at the wavelength of interest since
dehydrated plant matter reflects more strongly in the near infrared [50,51]. These findings
are supported by ancillary spectral data collected by the authors at the Wolf River survey
site using a Spectra Vista HR-1024 spectroradiometer (Figure 11).

While near-infrared light is strongly absorbed by water, it can be scattered off water
surfaces when the angle of incidence is low with respect to the normal [19,40,52]. Data
collection efforts were all conducted within a few hours of the recorded low tide to minimize
the effects of inundation. Regardless, all transects exhibited varying amounts of inundation,
ranging from 0 to 33 cm. Greater water depths had a considerable positive influence on
accuracy (Table 5). This could be attributable to the increased likelihood of scattering off
water surfaces when the depth of inundation was greater. However, the interaction effect
between altitude and water depth indicates this relationship is complicated (Table 5). As
altitude increased, the effect of water depth on accuracy was less positive. This could
be due to the decreased number of canopy returns at high altitudes, or that inundation
depth was positively correlated with another unmeasured variable which impacted LiDAR
return height. One potential variable could be vegetation density, which could theoretically
have either a negative or positive relationship with inundation depth. While we did not
measure vegetation density in a standardized way, we noted 37 sampling points which
had particularly sparse or open canopy coverage. Of these 37, only 17 were associated
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with deeper-than-average inundation, indicating no relationship between open canopy and
inundation depth. This further supports our hypothesis that inundation depth itself, over
the range of values found in this study (0–33 cm), positively influences LiDAR accuracy due
to interactions between the water and LiDAR pulses at varying altitudes. Other vegetation-
related variables such as erect canopy height and flattened canopy height interacted with
and modulated this effect of inundation depth (Table 5).
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Figure 11. Spectral reflectance curves of different marsh surface types obtained at the Wolf River
survey site. Percent reflectance values were computed as an average of 5–10 measurements. Vertical
reference lines represent the operating wavelengths of the LiDAR sensor. Over the operating wave-
lengths of the sensor, dead flattened canopy reflectance values were highest, followed by artificially
flattened canopy and shallow (<10 cm) open water, with mixed live/dead flattened canopy and erect
live canopy exhibiting the lowest reflectance values.

The relative influences of altitude and marsh surface characteristics on ground height
estimates are affected by LiDAR sensor design. Discrete return LiDAR systems, such as
the sensor used in this study, are often incapable of discerning multiple discrete returns
less than 2 m apart [22–25,48]. This phenomenon occurs when the time between two
subsequent returns from the same laser pulse is too short for the system to detect [22].
Therefore, when remotely sensing homogenous, dense, vegetative cover that is under 2 m
in canopy height, subsequent returns from the underlying ground will not be recorded.
Accordingly, the marsh ground or water surface was not detectable until scanning altitudes
reached ≥72 m; the altitudes at which canopy returns were less abundant due to the
reduced reflectivity of J. roemerianus. Spectral differences in vegetative cover would likely
influence this relationship greatly. Therefore, other vegetation species and growth forms
would likely have a unique interaction with similar sensors and should be considered
during data collection planning, implementation, and result interpretation. An additional
consideration is the LiDAR footprint. The sensor used for this study produced horizontal
and vertical beam divergences of 0.08◦ and 0.8◦, respectively [53]. Accordingly, the sensor
produced an elongated, bar-shaped footprint that extended to over 1.5 m in length at a
scanning altitude of 120 m. Uncertainty in ground height estimates may be added with
enlarged footprint sizes. Previous studies have demonstrated this when investigating
variable ground surface such as ground conditions with a sloped gradient [54,55] or those
with a reflective object at the edge of the footprint area [56]. To the knowledge of the
authors, this effect has not been demonstrated previously in heavily vegetated, coastal
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marsh environments, but is expected to influence LiDAR ground heights. Therefore, future
investigations using sensors with similar beam divergence values should account for or
quantify this effect.

4.2. GPE Classification Method

The GPE classification method improved RMSE from unclassified data, but was not
effective for altitudes greater than 72 m. In these sparser datasets, marsh LiDAR return
height ranges were equal to or less than those at the control site, resulting in no ground
filtering being applied. Thus, the GPE classification approach can be considered useful for
data collection efforts flown at lower altitudes, or when data density and return height
ranges are greater, but the effectiveness of this method is reduced with increasing flight
altitude. This finding further emphasizes the importance of data collection parameters on
ground height estimates.

Comparisons between the GPE method and commonly used ground classification
methods used in other studies are difficult due to differences in data collection parame-
ters, sensor type, vegetation characteristics, and the proprietary nature of some methods.
However, a similar, commonly used classification method is the minimum bin-gridding
method [17,20,25,34,40]. This approach is often used for raster generation in vegetated
environments. In this method, the user specifies the resolution of the output grid cells
and the lowest point from within each grid cell determines the output grid cell height.
The appropriate grid cell resolution varies based on the vegetation species, canopy height,
and ground coverage present. Schmid et al. (2011) demonstrated this in investigating
this ground classification method for J. roemerianus- and Spartina alterniflora-dominated
sites [25]. Similarly, low-elevation points representing creeks and large canopy gaps at
our study sites were preferentially selected using the GPE method when a larger area was
used as the filtering window. As such, both methods are influenced greatly by spatial
resolution. An important distinction between the two methods is that the minimum bin-
gridding method relies on a single point within each grid cell to determine the output
ground surface, whereas the GPE method uses a percentage of the lowest points. Relying
on a single point increases the likelihood that erroneous, low points may be selected due
to under sampling in areas where the slope is great or a low-lying feature is present [25].
However, inclusion of non-ground points is much more likely with the GPE method.

Although the GPE ground classification method served to represent the marsh ground
surface more accurately as compared to an unclassified approach, future applications of this
method would benefit from addressing key limitations and important parameters identified
herein. The GPE method required a long-term average of return height ranges at a control
site to develop a ground classification percentage estimation appropriate to the LiDAR
sensor. Therefore, this method is likely less replicable than other classification methods for
many applications. Another consideration for future applications of this method is data
quantity. Data collection efforts for this study consisted of data capture along a single flight
line. A larger quantity of data could be collected with the use of multiple flight lines and
flight line crosshatching. A greater amount of data would likely increase marsh height
ranges and subsequently decrease the percentage of marsh data to be classified as ground.
Future applications of this method should consider this influence of data quantity and
density on ground classification outputs. Tightly coupled with data acquisition parameters
are the relative influences of sensor type and vegetation presence on GPE classification
outputs. This study investigated marsh ground height estimate accuracy using one LiDAR
sensor and dominant vegetation species. Different sensors and vegetation cover would
influence classification outputs.

4.3. Considerations and Takeaways

The relationships among altitude, surface characteristics, sensor design, and ground
height estimates presented in this article demonstrate that there is no easy solution to
entirely remove vertical error in airborne LiDAR datasets of coastal marshes without cor-
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rection factors for these variables. However, mitigation of this error during data collection
is possible. This study identified a complex relationship between altitude and point density
in which datasets collected at higher altitudes had less vertical error in ground height esti-
mates, but point densities were too low to be feasible for applications outside of research.
An idealistic scenario in which a LiDAR sensor with a variable or higher Pulse Repetition
Frequency (PRF) was used could potentially increase point density, making higher altitude
datasets more useful for practical applications. Additionally, a LiDAR system with a high
enough power output per outgoing pulse could also have this same effect. Although these
changes could ideally make high-altitude surveys practical, other sensor characteristics
(e.g., beam divergence) could impact this relationship.

Although marsh surface characteristics influence ground height estimates greatly,
these variables are difficult to quantify prior to resource expenditure towards aerial and
ground surveys. Future research should prioritize quantifying these variables remotely
at a fine spatial scale. Furthermore, future research should investigate the contribution of
inundation depth on ground height estimates in more detail.

5. Conclusions

The enhanced susceptibility of coastal marshes to subsidence and sea-level rise has
made elevation modeling of these environments increasingly important. Dense, homoge-
nous vegetation that is characteristic of these landscapes hinders aerial remote sensing of
precise elevation, but applications of UAS-LiDAR technology for environmental research
and terrain modeling have shown promise. An exploration of the applicability of these
systems for ground height estimation within challenging marsh environments is necessary.
Furthermore, a holistic understanding of the relative influences of data acquisition altitude
and marsh surface characteristics on ground height estimates is needed. To facilitate this
understanding, this study examined these relationships and quantified their various influ-
ences for five J. roemerianus-dominated sites existing within Mississippi’s Coastal Preserves.
Additionally, a novel ground classification method was employed to characterize LiDAR
ground returns.

Average RMSE values for low altitude (24–72 m) and high altitude (96–120 m) datasets
were 49 cm and 17 cm, respectively, demonstrating the gradual increase in accuracy with
increasing flight altitude. Although RMSE values were reduced appreciably when datasets
were collected at high altitude, point sparsity of these datasets greatly limits practical
applications of these data. Linear mixed-effects modeling reinforced the strong influence
of altitude on ground height estimates as well as marsh surface characteristics such as
Water Depth and Erect Canopy Height. Of the variable inputs to this model, Altitude,
Water Depth, and Erect Canopy Height had the largest effect on accuracy. Although less
impactful, interaction effects among these inputs demonstrated the complex relationships
between LiDAR footprint size, vegetation structure, and water presence. Accordingly,
consideration of these variables is important for data collection efforts. In documenting
these effects, the findings presented in this study contribute to the limited body of research
concerned with obtaining more accurate ground height estimates in vulnerable coastal
marsh settings. By considering the relationships presented here, future environmental
mapping and monitoring efforts may be better informed.
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