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Abstract: Lakes are an important component of global water resources. Lake water bodies extrac-
tion based on satellite remote sensing mainly utilizes optical or radar data. However, due to the
influence of water quality, ground features with low reflectivity, and smooth surface features, it is
still challenging to accurately extract water bodies in complex geographic environments. In this
work, we proposed a lake water bodies extraction method by fusing Sentinel-1/2 data. Firstly, the
proposed method analyzed the difference of the spectral polarization features between water and
non-water in complex geographical environment. Then, the spectral polarization and water index
were fused to multidimensional features by feature stacking. Finally, support vector machines are
used to classify. Six typical lakes (including urban, mountains, and polluted and clean lakes) in China
were used to verify the mapping accuracy. The results showed that extracting lake water bodies by
fusing Sentinel-1/2 data had a better performance than using optical or radar data solely, all types of
lakes achieved better extraction results, the overall accuracy of lake water extraction is improved by
3%, and the error of commission and omission is controlled within 6%. Comparative experiments
indicate that combine radar polarization information with spectral information is helpful to improve
the accuracy of different types of lakes extraction in complex geographical environment.

Keywords: lake water body; automated extraction; Sentinel-1/2; feature fusion; support vector
machine; remote sensing; water index

1. Introduction

Lakes are considered as important water resources for human livelihood, agriculture,
and industrial production and meanwhile are also an important part of the terrestrial water
cycle [1]. The changes of lake water-body (LWB, Table A1) area are important indicator
of climate and environmental changes at the regional and global scale [2]. Accordingly,
the use of wide range, low-cost, and repeated observation satellite imagery has become an
important tool for automatically extracting LWBs over large spatial scales [3]. Automated
extraction of LWB is as a prerequisite and key issue for monitoring and protecting lake water
resources and ecological environment [4]. Thus, it has become an important research topic
to automatically achieve high-precision extraction of LWB based on remote sensing imagery.

There are three basic methods for the automated extraction of land surface water
bodies (LSWBs; e.g., rivers, lakes, reservoirs, etc.) using remote sensing data (Table 1).
The first utilizes spectral information from optical imagery (e.g., MODIS [4], Landsat [5],
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Sentinel-2 [6], GF-1/2 [7], etc.), particularly the differences between LSWBs and non-water
objects in the visible, near infrared (NIR), and short-wave infrared (SWIR) wavelengths.
This method can be further divided into three subcategories: single-band, two-band, and
multi-band. Single-band methods commonly set thresholds for the NIR or SWIR bands
to extract LSWBs, as these wavelengths are strongly absorbed by water and reflected
by vegetation and dry soil [8]; however, single-band methods often confuse water with
other dark materials or shadows. Two-band methods were designed to enhance water
identification accuracy through various algebraic operations. For example, the normalized
difference water index (NDWI) was proposed [9]; however, it remained sensitive to built-up
land, dark soil, and shadows [10]. To resolve this issue, Xu (2006) proposed a modified
normalized difference water index (MNDWI) by substituting the SWIR band instead of
the NIR band to strengthen the spectral difference of built-up land reflectance; however,
shadows of mountains and buildings remained an issue [11,12].

These methods (≤2 bands) were thus deemed insufficient, and multi-band methods
were proposed to increase the differences between the spectral features of water and
other land-cover types [13]. For example, the automated water extraction index (AWEI)
was developed to highlight urban LSWBs over shadows and dark surfaces [14] through
two separate indices: AWEIsh for urban areas without shadows and AWEIsh for those
areas with dramatic shadowing. The multi-band water index (MBWI) uses of green, red,
NIR, SWIR1, and SWIR2 bands [15] and outperforms other indices (such as NDWI and
MNDWI) for extracting surface water from low-reflectance surfaces in areas. The above
methods can obtain high-precision extraction results of LSWBs using simple calculations
between bands. Yet, they mandate the difficult determination and application of threshold
values. However, it is difficult to determine an optimal threshold for extracting LSWB
from diverse background spectral information of optical imagery that has been widely
employed for large-scale LSWB mapping owing to their high spatiotemporal coverage and
efficient calculations.

The second method utilizes polarization information of synthetic aperture radar (SAR)
imagery. SAR has been used as an effective method for objects-change detection [16,17],
deformation detection [18], and water extraction. The method of LSWB extraction uses
synthetic aperture radar (SAR) backscatter from single-polarized (e.g., HH, HV, or VV),
dual-polarized (HH/HV or VV/VH), or quad-polarized (HH/HV/VV/VH) data, relying
on the lower backscatter coefficients of LSWBs than other land-cover types. For example,
Tian et al. (2017) constructed a water index (SWI) based on polarization features (VH and
VV) using Sentinel-1 data to monitor the dynamic changes in Poyang Lake (the largest
natural lake in China); however, lake boundary misclassifications occurred under the
influence of these factors (such as aquatic vegetation and muddy waters) [19]. Zhang et al.
(2019) automatically extracted the LSWBs of the Tibetan Plateau from Sentinel-1 data
using a proposed support vector machine (SVM) learning algorithm adapted to identify
LSWBs by mapping the input feature vectors (backscatter, Grey Level Co-occurrence Matrix
(GLCM), and the polarization ratio) in high-dimensional feature space; however, this
method was easily affected by mountain shadows due to the imaging mode of the radar
sensor [20]. Valdiviezo-Navarro et al. (2019) proposed an unsupervised methodology based
on a local Moran index of spatial association in combination with morphological closing
operations for LSWB extraction in complex topographies from SAR images to address false
classification results of small water bodies in montane areas; however, this method was
ineffective at extracting water-body boundaries under vegetation cover [21].

The third method of LSWB extraction involves fusing SAR and optical data to exploit
their respective advantages. Previous research has improved LSWB extraction through such
fusion methods (Bioresita, Slinski, Michael). Saghafi et al. (2021) tried to fuse optical data
and SAR data to extract surface water bodies using an approach based on water indices,
supervised classifications, and decision fusion. However, they did not discuss the different
types of water bodies. [22] Overall, LSWB extraction by fusing optical and SAR data
addresses some residual defects, such as speckle noise on SAR data and environment noise
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on optical data; however, the above fusion methods were only used to extract single types
of LWB (e.g., fresh, saltwater, and natural lakes) or various LWB types (e.g., polluted, urban,
and montane lakes) in complex environments (e.g., shadowed, forested, and built-up areas).

Table 1. The reviewed works of LWB extraction.

Methods Subcategories Literature Characteristics

Only optical
Single-band Work et al., 1976 [8] This method is simple to calculate, but it is easily

affected by shadows of mountains and buildings, and
it is difficult to determine an optimal threshold.

Two-band Xu et al., 2006 [12]
Multi-band Feyisa et al., 2014 [14]

Only SAR
Single-polarized Guo et al., 1999 [23] This method can reduce misclassification caused by

the spectral heterogeneity, but it is easily affected by
mountains and smooth-material ground objects.

Dual-polarized Tian et al., 2017 [19]
Quad-polarized Guo et al., 1997 [24]

Data fusion SAR-optical data Saghafi et al., 2021 [22] This method can suppress the interference of shadows,
water quality, and smooth-material ground objects.

From these studies, we summarize that the methods based only on spectral informa-
tion of optical imagery are easily affected by water quality of LSWB and low reflectivity.
However, they are widely used for LSWB mapping at large scale due to their simplicity
and efficient calculation. Methods based on polarization information of SAR imagery can
reduce misclassification errors caused by the spectral heterogeneity; these methods are
also affected by mountains and smooth material ground objects. Smooth surfaces, such as
roads and sand, have low retroreflective coefficients similar to those of water bodies and
are often mistakenly classified as water bodies. Recently, there have been a few studies on
LSWB extraction by fusing optical and SAR data, which is considered more robust and
addresses some defects, such as speckle noise on SAR data and environment noise on
optical data [22,25–27]. However, the above methods were only used to extract a single
type of LWB (inland fresh, saltwater, and natural lakes), and it is rarely reported for ex-
tracting various type of LWB (e.g., polluted, urban, and mountainous lakes) in complex
environments (e.g., shadowed, forested, and built-up areas).

Accordingly, the objectives of the present research were: (1) To quantify the improved
performance of LWB extraction precision by fusing Sentinel-1/2 data and (2) to verify the
adaptability of Sentinel-1/2 fusion data to extracting various LWB lakes (urban, clean,
mountainous, and polluted lakes).

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: The study area and datasets are
introduced in Section 2.1; Section 2.2 describes the methodology in detail, including data
pre-processing, water index calculations, feature analysis and fusion, experimental design,
and accuracy assessment; Section 3 details the extraction results for various LWB types;
and a discussion and conclusion are presented in Sections 4 and 5, respectively.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Materials
2.1.1. Study Area

In this study, six inland lakes in China—Dianchi, Donghu, Chaohu, Taihu, Fuxian, and
Erhai—covering diverse water body types and complex background environments were se-
lected for assessing the accuracy and adaptability of LWB extraction using Sentinel-1/2 data
fusion (Figure 1). Specifically, Lake Chaohu and Taihu are polluted with high chlorophyll
concentrations, Lake Fuxian and Erhai are clean and located around the mountains, and
Lake Dianchi and Donghu are urban lakes surrounded by cities in complex background
environments. The selected lakes fully consider the influence of different geographical
environment and water quality for extracting LWB, which can effectively evaluate the
effectiveness and adaptability of the proposed method in this paper.
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Figure 1. Geographic locations and optical imagery of the six lakes examined. The images shown are
a false-color composite (Bands 8, 4, and 3) of Sentinel-2 MSI data.

2.1.2. Data

RADAR Sentinel-1 (S1) ground range-detected (GRD) imagery acquired in the interfer-
ometric wide swath mode (IW) was fused with Sentinel-2 (S2) multispectral imagery (MSI).
The GRD images display backscatter (σ0) coefficient values for both vertical (VV) and cross
(VH) polarization in dB at a spatial resolution of 20 × 22 m in range and azimuth, respec-
tively. However, the end-user products are provided at a resolution of 10× 10 m. Sentinel-2
MSI are provided in the form of so-called granules, which cover a ground area of 100 km ×
100 km, including 13 spectral bands, with four bands at 10 m, six bands at 20 m, and three
bands at 60 m spatial resolution. Its Level-1C standard products provide orthorectified,
top-of-atmosphere (TOA) reflectance at sub-pixel multispectral registration. SAR images
from Sentinel-1 satellites and optical images from Sentinel-2 are freely downloaded from
the Copernicus open access hub (https://scihub.copernicus.eu/, accessed from November
to December 2019). Table 2 presents the specifications of the Sentinel-1/2 data.

For training the SVM classifier, 4000 and 3000 water and non-water pixels were selected
for each lake, respectively. To evaluate LWB extraction accuracy, 2000 and 1500 test pixels
were utilized for water and non-water regions of each lake.

Table 2. Basic specifications of Sentinel-1/2 data.

Satellite Senor
Type

Spatial
Resolution (m)

Number of
Channels Acquisition Data

Sentinel-1 Optical 10 2 November–December 2019
Sentinel-2 RADAR 10, 20, and 60 13 November–December 2019

2.2. Methods

The conceptual diagram of the proposed LWB extraction methodology here is shown
in Figure 2. Sentinel-1/2 data were adopted to provide complementary information in
sufficient detail. The proposed method consists of three stages: feature analysis and fusion,
classification, and accuracy assessment. In the feature analysis and fusion, firstly, the
difference of the spectral, polarization, water index features between LWB and non-LWB

https://scihub.copernicus.eu/
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is analyzed. Then, a combination of spectral polarization and water index are stacked as
the inputs of classifier. In the classification, The SVM is applied to extract LWB. Finally,
the quantitative accuracy assessment indictors (such as Overall Accuracy (OA), Kappa,
Commission Error (CE), and Omission Error (OE)) are adopted to assess accuracy of
LWB extraction.
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2.2.1. Dataset Preprocessing

The Sentinel Application Platform (SNAP) toolbox developed by the European Space
Agency (ESA) was adopted for S1 and S2 preprocessing. The preprocessing of S1 GRD data
included border and thermal noise removal, radiometric calibration, and terrain correc-
tion implemented using SNAP Sentinel-1 Toolbox processing algorithms [28]. Following
these preprocessing steps, geocoded backscatter intensity images were obtained, and the
above unitless images were converted to normalized backscatter coefficients (σ0). The two
available polarization bands, σ0

VV and σ0
VH , were subsequently extracted at a 10-m spatial

resolution [29]. The S2 Level-1C data are ortho-image TOA (top-of-atmosphere) reflectance
products, which have been geometrically and radiometrically corrected [30]; therefore,
preprocessing consisted of atmospheric correction using the Sen2Cor algorithm to obtain
surface reflectance. All S2 spectral bands were then resampled to a 10-m resolution by
resampling methods [31].

2.2.2. Water Index

Water indices enhance the spectral differences between LSWBs and non-LSWBs for
enhanced water body extraction except for the green, red, and NIR bands because they
are very sensitive to water. Several studies have proposed various water indices (NDWI,
MNDWI, AWEI) [9,12,14]. The MNDWI can enhance the water features with built-up land
in an urban background from LSWBs and was thus selected for optical imagery extraction.
The MNDWI combines information from the green and shortwave infrared parts of the
spectrum according to Equation (1):

MNDWI =
ρGreen − ρSWIR
ρGreen + ρSWIR

=
ρBand3 − ρBand11
ρBand3 + ρBand11

(1)
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where ρGreen is the reflectance value of the green band (Band 3 in Sentinel-2 MSI), and
ρSWIR is the reflectance value of the SWIR band (Band 11 in Sentinel-2 MSI resampled to a
spatial resolution of 10 m).

2.2.3. Features Analysis for LWB Extraction

The LWB extraction from Sentinel-1 SAR data was based on the difference in backscat-
ter coefficient values between water and non-water pixels [25]. Because open water is a
smooth surface, C-band radar signals lead to mirror-like reflection and low backscatter
values. In contrast, rough non-water surface regions scatter signals in various directions,
appearing as high backscatter or bright zones [26]. However, smooth-surface regions (such
as sand, roads, and other paved areas) can create specular reflections that cause ambiguity
in identifying the LWBs. Wind along the lake surface and phytoplankton in polluted water
can also increase roughness, leading to the misclassification of polluted LWBs.

For Sentinel-2 optical data, the spectral reflectance of clear waters, built-up shadow,
and mountainous shadow were lower than that of vegetation, bright built-up, and polluted
waters; however, the former maintain similar spectral reflectance values across Sentinel-2
bands. If spectral features of Sentinel-2 data are alone used as input, built-up mountainous
shadows were easily misclassified to LWB, and clear water and polluted water were
misclassified to different types of land-use class.

To assess the spectral and polarization feature differences, water and non-water samples
were selected to represent the seven land-cover types examined—polluted water, clear water,
built-up shadow, mountainous shadow, vegetation, bright built-up, and road—from Sentinel-
1/2 imagery within the study regions (Figure 3). Notably, large spectral and polarization
differences in feature space were seen between LWBs (clean and polluted water) and all
other land-cover types (built-up shadow, mountainous shadow, vegetation, and road).
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The backscatter coefficient value of the LWBs was low, with the backscatter coefficient
value of VV polarization for polluted water being lower than that of clear water (Figure 3a).
Bright buildings had lower backscatter coefficient values for VV polarization, which were
similar to those for polluted water. The backscatter coefficient values of roads and vegeta-
tion maintained significant differences from LWBs in VV and VH feature space. However,
there were significant differences between mountain shadows and building shadows with
LWBs in both VV and VH backscatter coefficient values.

The reflectance of LWBs in the visible bands was lower than 10%, with higher re-
flectance values concentrated in the blue and green bands (Figure 3a). Meanwhile, the
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reflectance gradually decreases with the increase of the wavelength. The reflectance of clear
water in near-infrared band is sharply decreased and is almost equal to zero. Due to the
influence of chlorophyll in the polluted water body, the reflectance of the polluted water
body in the green band is increased, while the reflectance in the short-wave infrared band
is decreased, and the near-infrared band is not completely absorbed. Reflectance of the
mountain and building shadows was predictably low, and less than those of clear water for
bands 2, 3, and 4. In the bands 6, 7, 8, 8a, 11, and 12, the reflectance of mountain shadows
and building shadows was slightly higher than clear water. A small peak in vegetation
reflection can be seen in the visible bands, while NIR reflectance rapidly increased, and
SWIR reflectance decreased. There spectral differences between roads, bright buildings,
and clear water were significant.

Although water indices have been widely applied in the literature to extract surface
water bodies, methods used to determine an optimal threshold between water and non-
water greatly influence the extraction accuracy; therefore, different optimal threshold
values were chosen to extract water bodies from different geographical environments.
Numerous studies have indicated that water only becomes clearly separable when the
feature space (spectral feature, backscatter coefficient of VV and VH feature, water indices
feature) is extended to two or three dimensions [27]. Accordingly, samples of water and
non-water background were collected for Sentinel-1 SAR and MNDWI data within the
experimental region, and scatter plots of VV/VH and MNDWI show a clear discrimination
in two-dimensional feature space (Figure 4). Therefore, comprehensive use of the spectral,
polarization, and MNDWI features by fusing the Sentinel-1/2 data to extract LWB can
overcome the shortcomings of single optical or radar data and enhance the differences
between LWB and background objects.
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2.2.4. Feature Fusion for LWB Extraction

As mentioned in Section 2.2.3, increasing the dimensionality of the feature space can
improve the separability of water body from the non-water background. Accordingly, the
feature space here was extended to multiple dimensions by fusing the spectral features and
MNDWI of Sentinel-2 with VV/VH backscatter features of Sentinel-1. As the dimensions
are inconsistent between the three feature types, the data were first normalized into (0, 1)
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in such a way that they could then be fused into the classifier. The normalized method was
adopted in the present study, which can be formulated according to Equation (2) [32]:

x′ij =
xij − xmin

xmax − xmin
(2)

where xij denotes the original feature value of the pixel (i, j); xmax and xmin represent the
maximum and minimum values of that feature, respectively; and x′ij is the feature value of
pixel (i, j) after normalization.

Image fusion methods can be classified into three different levels: pixel, feature, and
decision [33]. The most relevant method of data fusion is to combine features in order to
create value added features. In this study, feature stacking was employed for feature fusion.
In the first fusion scheme, Sentinel-2 bands 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 8a, 11, 12, and Sentinel-1 VV
and VH were fused to a 12 dimensional features by feature stacking. In the second fusion
scheme, MNWDI data and Sentinel-1 VV and VH were fused to three-dimensional features
by feature stacking (the conceptual fusion frameworks are illustrated in Figure 5).
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2.2.5. Classification Method

Support vector machine is a machine-learning algorithm based on statistical learning
theory [34], and has been widely used for remote sensing image classification because of the
small number of training samples required and high-dimensional space [35]. Accordingly,
SVM was adopted to extract LWBs across the study area based on the inputs of the two fused
datasets. Originally introduced to solve linear, binary classification problems, the general
idea of SVMs is to classify training samples by tracing maximum margin hyperplanes in the
feature space; however, multidimensional features created by fusing Sentinel-1 and 2 data
are typically nonlinear. To increase the suitability of the SVM to multidimensional features,
they can be generalized to a non-linear decision function by employing the kernel trick [36],
where a kernel-based SVM is used to project the pixel vectors into a higher dimensional
space and estimate the corresponding maximum margin hyperplanes in order to improve
the linear separability of features. Among the different types of kernels, the Gaussian radial
basis function (RBF) has been widely applied for remote sensing classification.

A binary SVM (water and non-water) was employed here. The form of SVM classifiers
is defined by Equation (3), which is in turn learned from the data {(xi, yi), i = 1, 2, 3, . . . N},
where xi is an n-dimensional feature vector, and yi ∈ {+1,−1} is a sample label [37]. The
conceptual principle of SVM is illustrated in Figure 6:

f(x) = ω·φ(x) + b (3)

where f(x) denotes a hyperplane that separates the sample label yi = ±1 on each side, and
ω and b are the parameters of the hyperplane.



Water 2022, 14, 30 9 of 19Water 2022, 14, x 9 of 19 
 

 

 
Figure 6. Conceptual principle of the SVM. 

Subsequently, the hyperplane calculation can be expressed as a constrained optimi-
zation formula according to Equation (4) [32]: 

min୵,ୠஞ 12 ‖ω‖ଶ + 𝐶 ෍ 𝜉௜ே
௜ୀଵ  (4)

where C is a regularization parameter, and 𝜉௜ denotes slack-variables subject to the con-
straints of Equation (5): 𝑦௜(𝜔 ∙ 𝜙(𝑥௜) + 𝑏) ൒ 1 − 𝜉௜ 𝜉௜ ൒ 0 (5)

2.2.6. Accuracy Assessment 
To quantitatively evaluate the performance of LWB extraction under the proposed 

methods, the four adopted evaluation metrics were calculated according to Equations (6)–
(9) [3,38]: OA = TP + TNTP + TN + FP + FN (6)

Kappa = (TP + TN + FP + FN) ൈ (TP + TN) − S(TP + TN + FP + FN)ଶ − S  (7)

CE = FPTP + FP (8)

OE = FNTP + FN (9)

where TP denotes true positives, i.e., the number of LWB pixels correctly detected; FP 
denotes false positives, i.e., the number of LWB pixels incorrectly detected; TN and FN 
denote true and false negatives, respectively; and S = (TP + FP) ൈ (TP + FN) + (FN +TN) ൈ (FP + TN). 

2.2.7. Experiment Design 
To evaluate performance, five sets of input features were used in the SVM classifier: 

Sentinel-2 spectral bands only, MNDWI only, Sentinel-1 VV and VH only, fusion of spec-
tral bands and dual polarization, and the fusion of MNDWI and dual polarization (Table 
3). 

  

Figure 6. Conceptual principle of the SVM.

Subsequently, the hyperplane calculation can be expressed as a constrained optimiza-
tion formula according to Equation (4) [32]:

min
w,bξ

1
2
‖ω‖2 + C

N

∑
i=1

ξi (4)

where C is a regularization parameter, and ξi denotes slack-variables subject to the con-
straints of Equation (5):

yi(ω·φ(xi) + b) ≥ 1− ξi ξi ≥ 0 (5)

2.2.6. Accuracy Assessment

To quantitatively evaluate the performance of LWB extraction under the proposed
methods, the four adopted evaluation metrics were calculated according to
Equations (6)–(9) [3,38]:

OA =
TP + TN

TP + TN + FP + FN
(6)

Kappa =
(TP + TN + FP + FN)× (TP + TN)− S

(TP + TN + FP + FN)2 − S
(7)

CE =
FP

TP + FP
(8)

OE =
FN

TP + FN
(9)

where TP denotes true positives, i.e., the number of LWB pixels correctly detected; FP de-
notes false positives, i.e., the number of LWB pixels incorrectly detected; TN and FN denote
true and false negatives, respectively; and S = (TP + FP) × (TP + FN) + (FN + TN) ×
(FP + TN).

2.2.7. Experiment Design

To evaluate performance, five sets of input features were used in the SVM classifier:
Sentinel-2 spectral bands only, MNDWI only, Sentinel-1 VV and VH only, fusion of spectral
bands and dual polarization, and the fusion of MNDWI and dual polarization (Table 3).
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Table 3. Input feature combinations used in the experiment.

Feature
Combinations Input Feature(s) Description

I MNDWI Only water index
II VV, VH Only dual polarization

III B2, B3, B4, B5, B6, B7, B8,
B8a, B11, B12

All LWB-related bands in Sentinel-2 data
(resampled to 10-m spatial resolution)

IV VV, VH, B2, B3, B4, B5, B6,
B7, B8, B8a, B11, B12

All LWB-related bands by fusing Sentinel-1/2
data (resampled to 10-m spatial resolution)

V VV, VH, MNDWI Fusion of water index with dual polarization

Generally, the robustness of the LSWB extraction method is predominantly affected
by the spectral diversity of water bodies and the heterogeneity of adjacent surfaces across
different geographical regions. Six test sites characterizing three lake types—clean, pol-
luted, mountain, and urban—were selected to perform a comprehensive analysis of LWB
extraction efficiency. In this study, the libSVM software package in MATLAB (2016a) was
used to extract LWB, and the RBF was adopted as the SVM kernel function.

3. Results
3.1. LWB Extraction Performance

The classification results are shown in Figure 7. In Method I (MNDWI only), the
reflectivity of buildings in the MIR band was stronger than that of the NIR band. Accord-
ingly, employing the MIR band in the exponential model construction allowed the MNDWI
to effectively suppress noise interference from buildings and shadows. In the extracted
results, there was a small amount of shadow information interference from buildings and
mountains. For Taihu and Chaohu Lake, the extraction of the lake water surface was
incomplete due to the floating cyanobacteria along the surface.

When we applied the proposed Method II (S1 only), we did not obtain good extraction
results. The low backscatter coefficients of bright buildings were similar to those of water
bodies, leading to misclassification in the extraction results. In urban lakes, the background
of the ground features was complicated and lead to an abundance of speckle noise and
misclassified areas. Method III (S2 only), the reflectivity of shadows was similar to that
of water bodies from the visible light band (b2) to the NIR band (b8). This resulted in
incorrectly classifying shadows as water bodies. In addition, cyanobacteria floating on the
surface of water bodies were classified as vegetation, resulting in the incomplete extraction
of Taihu and Chaohu Lake.

Methods IV and V (Sentinel-1/2 data fusion) not only overcame the influence of
shadows and low-reflectivity ground objects but effectively suppressed the interference of
smooth ground objects as well; thus, optical and radar data functioned complimentarily,
improving the overall LSWBs extraction effect. As shown in Figure 7, Tables 4 and 5, the
overall misclassification area of the six lakes was significantly reduced, the boundaries
were clear, and the water body was complete in the results from the fusion techniques.
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3.2. Accuracy Assessment

Figure 8 presents the visual comparisons of the results by different methods, and the
first column shows the original images. Specifically, as shown in the first rows of Figure 8,
the use of radar data in Method II can completely extract the tortuous boundaries of the
islands in the lake, but the extraction of the land in the island is incomplete. In Methods I
and III, the optical data cannot be used to describe the true water-land boundary due to
the influence of vegetation on the waterside, but the island land is extracted completely.
In Methods IV and V, the island land and the curved boundary are completely extracted.
In the second and third rows of Figure 8, Methods I and III cannot extract water bodies
covered with cyanobacteria and phytoplankton, and Methods IV and V can completely
extract water bodies. In the fourth row of Figure 8, for the extraction of dark water bodies
on optical images, Methods I and III do not perform well. As seen in the last row of
Figure 8, Method II cannot extract the roads connecting islands in the lake, and the fusion
data can completely extract the roads in the water. Thus, benefiting from the advantages
of the complementarity of optical data and radar data, the fusion methods show good
performance when extracting LSWBs in complex environments.
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In order to better analyze the LSWBs extraction results of the six lakes, a series of
quantitative accuracy indices was used (Table 4). Overall, Methods IV and V obtained the
highest classification accuracy using Sentinel-1/2 data fusion. For Method IV, the overall
accuracy for each of the six lake extractions was ≥94.72%, and the Kappa coefficient was
≥0.88. For Method V, the overall accuracy was ≥95.28%, and the Kappa coefficients were
≥0.89. The next most accurate were Methods I and II. In Method I, the overall accuracies of
all lakes was 89.63–93.01; and Kappa coefficients were 0.80–0.87. In Method II, the overall
accuracies of all lakes were 88.21–93.08; Kappa coefficients were 0.77–0.87. Method III
maintained the lowest classification accuracies. For Method III, the overall accuracy of all
lakes was between 88.15 and 93.17 and Kappa coefficients between 0.71–0.86.

Table 4. Accuracy calculations across the six lakes.

Scheme
Donghu Dianchi Fuxian Erhai Taihu Chaohu

OA% Kappa OA% Kappa OA% Kappa OA% Kappa OA% Kappa OA% Kappa

I 91.04 0.85 93.01 0.87 92.79 0.86 89.63 0.80 92.11 0.84 91.35 0.85
II 88.21 0.77 91.24 0.83 93.08 0.87 92.04 0.85 90.01 0.80 89.76 0.80
III 90.13 0.84 93.17 0.86 92.13 0.85 88.15 0.71 91.87 0.83 91.11 0.84
IV 95.29 0.91 96.53 0.92 96.32 0.95 97.06 0.94 95.42 0.91 94.72 0.88
V 95.87 0.91 96.77 0.93 97.07 0.95 97.93 0.96 95.51 0.91 95.28 0.89

Additionally, Methods IV and V maintained the lowest levels of classification error
(Table 5, Figure 9), indicating that both wrong and missed points were improved under the
fusion techniques. Methods I and III held the highest commission error in mountainous
lakes, with lower errors of misclassification and higher errors of omission in other lakes.
Method II obtained higher error of misclassification and lower error of omission.
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Table 5. Error calculations across the six lakes.

Scheme
Donghu Dianchi Fuxian Erhai Taihu Chaohu

CE% OE% CE% OE% CE% OE% CE% OE% CE% OE% CE% OE%

I 8.15 4.91 6.07 5.31 4.09 2.32 8.87 2.96 8.18 9.98 8.66 7.31
II 10.73 3.57 8.08 3.64 3.78 1.94 4.53 1.74 11.41 5.84 12.07 4.10
III 8.92 4.86 6.10 6.23 6.31 2.86 15.81 2.52 7.54 10.67 8.93 8.31
IV 5.17 3.02 3.09 4.73 2.64 2.09 2.65 2.59 5.26 4.34 5.63 4.07
V 5.08 3.29 3.85 4.09 2.19 2.11 2.15 1.98 4.09 5.19 4.14 4.59
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4. Discussion

From the above results, it can be seen that the method of fusing Sentinel 1/2 data
to extract LWB has the better performance. Compared with the traditional water index
method, it has higher extraction accuracy and lower error. MNDWI is simple to calculate
and can quickly generate water maps. However, the determination of the water index
threshold will change with time and space, especially in complex environments, such as
cities and mountainous areas. A large amount of background information has a strong
interference in the determination of the threshold. Therefore, in order to better determine
whether the fusion method proposed in this study is suitable for LWB extraction in a
complex environment, lake environmental noise, lake water-body type, and computational
complexity are discussed.

4.1. Lake Environmental Noise

Extracting water bodies in a complex geographic environment is susceptible to inter-
ference from a number of sources (e.g., shadows, buildings, forest vegetation) leading to



Water 2022, 14, 30 14 of 19

poor extraction accuracy. However, in LSWBs extraction, such sources of environmental
noise present can help categorize lakes into urban lakes and mountain LSWBs.

Urban lakes maintain a complex background environment. In the Sentinel-2 optical
imagery, there is interference from building shadows and other low-reflectance features.
Methods incorporating radar polarization information overcome the influence of the spec-
tral heterogeneity of ground objects; however, they remain susceptible to smooth ground
objects (e.g., bright buildings), creating false positives. Figure 10a,b is enlarged partial
views of the Donghu Lake composite image according to the extraction results of the five
methods. Area a, in the northwest part of the lake, was affected by buildings and shadows,
creating low LSWBs extraction accuracy values for Methods I–III. Conversely, Methods
IV and V reduced the interference of background objects and more completely extracted
the LSWBs. Area b in the northeastern part of Donghu Lake suffered from the interfer-
ence of buildings, mountain shadows, highly reflective surfaces, and roads. Accordingly,
Methods I–III did not perform well, whereas Methods IV and V performed better. Area
c in the northern part of Dianchi Lake is close to the urban area and contained complex
background features. Affected by building shadows, vegetation, roads, etc., the extraction
results of Methods I–III are not good, and there are a great deal of speckle noises around the
lake. However, Methods IV and V could effectively distinguish the water and non-water
pixels. These methods reduced the impact of ground object disturbance, more completely
identifying LSWBs in the complex areas and producing a smooth and continuous water
boundary with improved accuracy and reduced error rates.
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Figure 10 are used to show the differences among the extraction results.

The extraction process for montane lakes in plateau areas was primarily affected by
mountain shadows and vegetation. In view of the limitations of remote sensing spectral in-
formation in complex geographic environments, mountain shadows were often incorrectly
identified as water bodies. LSWBs concealed under vegetation along the land boundary
area were prone to mix. As showed in Figure 11, areas a and b are located in the montane
areas on the west and east sides of Fuxian Lake, respectively. Figure 11c shows an area
along the southwest bank of the plateau of Lake Erhai, close to the mountains. Affected by
the shadows of the mountains, there were weak patches that were incorrectly identified as
water in Method I, and a large number of background objects were incorrectly identified as
water in Method III. Due to the influence of the so-called radar shadow (during the imaging
process, the top of the mountain is closer to the sensor than the bottom of the mountain,
which will cause the object to appear to “collapse” towards the sensor) of the radar sensor,
some misclassifications also occurred in Method II. Fusion Methods IV and V, however,
effectively improved extraction results.
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4.2. Lake Water Body Types

The LWB extraction was also affected by water quality. To verify the adaptability
of the proposed methods, lakes were divided into clean and polluted states. Overall,
the water quality of clean lakes Erhai and Fuxian maintained low turbidity, chlorophyll
concentrations, and clear lake boundaries. It can be seen from the extraction results that, in
Method III, the surrounding mountain shadows are wrongly extracted as water bodies. In
methods I and II, there were also a small amount of wrong extraction around the lake. In
general, although there were some commission errors, for the extraction of LSWBs, all five
methods can be completely extracted.

Alternatively, Chaohu and Taihu lakes were considered polluted. Figure 12a displays
the island-containing area of Chaohu Lake, and the surrounding chlorophyll concentrations
were relatively high. Methods I and III produced poor, incomplete extractions due to the
influence of cyanobacteria. In Method II, the water body containing algae was more
completely extracted. Method V maintained the highest extraction accuracy, overcoming
the interference of cyanobacteria and more completely separating the islands. Method
IV reduced the influence of algae to a certain extent albeit inferior to Method V. Area b
contains small islands in Taihu Lake and roads connecting the islands. It can be seen
from Figure 12b that Methods I and III extracted roads in lakes, but Method II cannot
extract roads, and the extracted islands are incomplete and broken. The fusion Methods
IV and V clearly extract the complete islands and roads. Area c presents the chlorophyll
concentrated boundaries on the south side of Taihu Lake. Methods I and III suffered
from interference by algae, leading to incomplete LWB extractions. In Method II, S1 radar
data largely avoided interference of algae but were affected by the surrounding urban
buildings, creating numerous misclassifications with discontinuous and incompletely
extracted LSWBs in the boundary areas. Under Methods IV and V, the LSWBs were more
completely extracted, and the effects of LSWBs containing cyanobacterial blooms were
effectively eliminated. At the same time, it also reduced the interference of the surrounding
environment noise, and the error extraction was reduced.
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4.3. Computational Complexity

In this paper, the LWB extraction mainly includes three steps: feature analysis and
extraction, feature fusion, and classification. In the feature analysis and extraction stage,
the operation is simple, and the computational complexity is low. Feature fusion mainly
uses the layer stacking to generate multidimensional data from Sentinel-1/2 data, and this
process is also relatively low in computational complexity. Therefore, the computational
complexity of the entire process mainly depends on the efficiency of SVM. The complexity
of SVM is considered from the following two aspects: the dimensions of features and total
number of samples. We set up two sets of experiments to verify: (1) The number of training
samples remains unchanged at 1000; the feature dimensions of the input classifier are: 1,
2, 3, 10, and 12 (the same as the feature dimensions of the five methods proposed in this
study); and the running time under different feature dimensions is recorded. (2) The feature
dimension is 1 and remains unchanged; the numbers of input training samples are: 500,
1000, 2000, 3000, 4000; and the running time under different number of samples is recorded.

As shown in Figure 13, it can be found that the computational complexity of SVM has
nothing to do with the dimensionality of features; rather, it is related to the total number
of training samples and depends on the number of support vectors [39]. Therefore, the
computational complexity will not increase as the dimension of features changes. Compared
with water index method, the method by fusing Sentinel-1/2 data is still an efficient approach.
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5. Conclusions

In this study, we developed a method for automated extraction lake surface water
bodies in complex geographical environments by fusing Sentinel-1/2 data, which inte-
grated the advantages of optical and radar remotely sensed products to accurately and
automatically mapping LSWBs. The extraction results using data fusion methods and other
three methods (Sentinel-1 only, Sentinel-2 only, and MNDWI) were tested for six different
lakes of China having different types, and results showed that: (1) fusion of Sentinel-1/2
data to extract LWB achieved good results in various types of lakes and effectively sup-
pressed the effects of shadows, water quality, and smooth-surface features. (2) The fusion
method performed well with an overall accuracy of 94.48% to 97.93%. Compared with
other methods, the accuracy was significantly improved while maintaining water-boundary
continuity and lake-surface completion. (3) The classification error of fusion method was
less than 6% in all lakes and could reduce the error significantly than other three methods.

Experiments on six different types of lakes under complex environments indicated
that the proposed methods were applicable to various types of LWB extraction, showing an
extremely robustness over the time. In future research, we will explore the possibility of
the proposed method for large-scale surface-water mapping and conduct research on the
classification of surface water bodies that takes into account local background information.
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Appendix A

Table A1. List of acronyms.

Acronyms Full Name

LWB Lake water body
LSWB Land surface water body
SAR Synthetic aperture radar
S1 Sentinel-1
S2 Sentinel-2

SVM Support vector machine
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