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Introduction. Forest management in the montane zone of the Colorado
Front Range often aims to restore forest structure and composition to
historical (pre-European settlement) conditions which favor species such as
ponderosa pine and open forest conditions with fewer trees. We define forest
structure using metrics that describe spatial heterogeneity in forest cover
(e.g., tree group distribution and gap size diversity). Management efforts in
ponderosa pine forests generally remove trees to break up large areas of
contiguous canopy, promote smaller tree groups, and create forest openings.
We looked at a mechanically thinned forest in a Denver Mountain Parks
property that was treated in 2019. Though LiDAR is the most accurate and
efficient way to measure forest structure, spatial extent and temporal
resolution is limited. We evaluated NAIP wh|ch is available every two years,
as an alternative.
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NAIP vs. LiDAR Classification
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* NAIP predicts more Continuous Canopy than LiDAR
* Mechanical thinning treatment reduced Continuous Canopy and increased No Cover,

Isolated, and Small tree groups, for both LiDAR and NAIP
* NAIP often misclassifies bright green grass as canopy rather than gap
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