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Abstract: Natural climate solutions (NCS) offer an approach to mitigating carbon dioxide (CO2)
emissions. However, monitoring the carbon drawdown of ecosystems over large geographic
areas remains challenging. Eddy-flux covariance towers provide ground truth for predictive
‘upscaling’” models derived from satellite products, but many satellites now produce
measurements on spatial scales smaller than a flux tower’s footprint. We introduce Footprint-
Aware Regression (FAR), a first-of-its-kind, deep-learning framework that simultaneously
predicts spatial footprints and pixel-level (30 m scale) estimates of carbon flux. FAR is trained
on our AMERI-FAR2S5 dataset which combines 439 site years of tower data with corresponding
Landsat scenes. Our model produces high-resolution predictions and achieves R? = 0.78 when
predicting monthly net ecosystem exchange on test sites from a variety of ecosystems.



1. Introduction

Climate change is an urgent global concern, posing significant risks to environmental stability,
economic development, and human health !. While the decarbonization of energy systems
through the reduction of fossil fuel emissions is critical, natural climate solutions (NCS) offer a
complementary approach to mitigating climate change >*. NCS includes a variety of strategies
from conservation, restoration, and improved management of ecosystems to enhance carbon
sequestration and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. In the US, NCS strategies are utilized to
generate credits on voluntary carbon markets such as the American Carbon Registry (ACR) *.
However, the ACR methodologies for validating CO> drawdown require significant effort, and
can involve numerous manual measurements across several sites, which accumulates error and is
a barrier to both quick scaling of NCS strategies and to participation of smaller landowners >. In
this work, we propose a deep learning model that provides accurate CO; flux estimates at the
high spatial resolutions appropriate for informing management practices using readily available
remote sensing data.

The gold standard for land-based measurements of CO> flux are eddy covariance (EC) towers.
EC towers measure CO: flux by tracking rapid fluctuations in vertical wind speed and gas
concentrations as atmospheric eddies transport air parcels between the surface and the
atmosphere. A major obstacle in utilizing EC tower data for predictive models is their
measurement footprint, which is defined as the land area that contributes to the observed flux.
This upwind footprint varies with tower height, ecosystem properties, and atmospheric
conditions, and can span areas from 10°-10” m? 6. These footprint sizes are significantly larger
than the 900 m? pixels available from Landsat or high-resolution products such as the 13.7 m?
products from Planet Labs ’. Landscapes also vary at much smaller spatial scales which can lead
to tower measurements that integrate a variety of carbon sources and sinks within their footprint.
There is growing evidence that accounting for this spatial heterogeneity is crucial for accurate
gas flux estimation. For example, spatial representativeness within a heterogeneous landscape
was the dominant uncertainty in upscaling net ecosystem production (NEP), or carbon
sequestration in a 17 EC tower case study ®. Furthermore, the percentage of vegetation types
within a tower’s footprint varies from site to site, which potentially leads to footprint bias ®°.
Difficulties with spatial heterogeneity have also been found in EC tower measurements of
methane '°. There is evidence that such spatial heterogeneity could be accounted for by using
high-resolution satellite data. For example, high-resolution satellite measurements within an EC
tower’s footprint have improved correlations with EC tower data !'. However, there is currently
no analysis method that can be used to account for spatial heterogeneity across EC tower
networks. Machine learning could provide such a method, but existing machine learning datasets
used for flux predictions lack high-resolution satellite imagery '.

In this paper, we present AMERI-FAR2S, a first of its kind dataset of 439 site years of EC tower
data and over 45,000 associated 30mx30m Landsat scenes (satellite images), combined with a
novel deep learning framework (FAR) for high-resolution footprint-aware flux prediction across
multiple EC networks. FAR (Footprint Aware Regression) incorporates features of process-
based ecosystem models (for example, by including our current understanding of how CO: flux
relates to environmental drivers), while simultaneously learning ecosystem properties from
satellite data. It utilizes a novel attention mechanism (a technique that directs deep learning
models to prioritize the most important aspects of input data) that directly models the
measurement footprint of EC towers. We demonstrate that this approach can produce
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predictions at the high spatial resolution and accuracy required to inform natural climate
solutions at landowner scales.

2. Methods

2.1 FAR Overview
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Figure 1 Model overview schematic. (A) Atmospheric variables from tower measurements are
used to predict an attention mask to model an EC tower’s footprint. (B) Landsat-scene data
and environmental drivers are used to create a pixel-level flux prediction. (C) Pixel-level
predictions are weighted by the predicted footprint and the resulting prediction is trained on
measured flux.

FAR utilizes the time-varying nature of EC tower footprints to understand fluxes at smaller
spatial scales. Generally, high-resolution satellite imagery is only available at temporal scales
that greatly exceed the half-hour measurements publicly available for most EC towers. However,
FAR exploits the fact that the landscape measured by each satellite pixel will differentially
contribute to the EC tower’s measurement depending on the atmospheric conditions that
determine the tower’s footprint. Previous work in this area was explored by Xu et al. ', who
developed an environmental response function technique that relates flux measurements to
variables that were dynamically weighted and then averaged by the measurement footprint. FAR
expands this work by producing pixel-level predictions directly, adding a learnable footprint
model, and expanding training from one EC tower to a large network of EC towers.

FAR is depicted in Figure 1 and is divided into two parts that are aggregated to predict EC tower
measurements. First, the pixel-level flux prediction model utilizes a grid of pixels from multi-
band satellites centered at each flux tower with length L, width W, and D bands (x;qngsqer €
RLXWXD 'y and N local meteorological data points measured by the tower (Xgriverst € RM). This
model predicts FCpixer € RI*W 2 gridded pixel-level prediction of CO; flux. Above, t denotes
the sampling of tower measured variables (nominally every half-hour) and T denotes the
sampling of the Landsat data using all available bands (nominally every 16 days per satellite).
Second, the footprint prediction model utilizes M measurements related to the atmosphere tower
(Xfootprint,t € RM) to predict a measurement footprint FP € R*W such that ¥, ,, FR,, = 1,
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which acts as a weighted average of the input pixels . Both model arms are then combined to
yield a single flux prediction for each time point ¥,
. Where

LW

yt = z FCI,W (xlandsat,T; xdrivers’t; 6) @ FPl,W (xfOOtpT‘int,t; 9) 1
Lw

with ( representing element-wise multiplication. Both arms were trained simultaneously to
minimize the mean squared error of tower measurements (y € R%) and the flux prediction
FCtower » using the loss function.

L =3, MSE(ye 5:)+ 281 FPrue *In(FPyyc) 2

Where 435, FPyy, * ln(F PLW) is an entropy regularization term, with A > 0 minimizing entropy
to prefer small footprints, A < 0 maximizing entropy to prefer large footprints, and 4 = 0
applying no preference. This setup allows us to factorize flux prediction from any spatial biases
arising from changing tower footprints. The flux prediction stage can then be used independently
to obtain pixel level flux predictions.

The flux-prediction model was implemented with a simple multi-layer perceptron (MLP). This
MLP is applied independently to each input pixel, with each environmental driver held constant
across the input image. The footprint prediction model is also implemented with a simple MLP.
Xfootprint,t are€ repeated to match the spatial extent of the image and coordinates x,,,y; € 0 <

R < 1 are concatenated as two new channels to allow for a single MLP to be applied pixel-wise
to predict the footprint. The final output is constrained to sum to 1 by applying a softmax over
the two spatial dimensions.

FP,, = softmax ( f(Xfootprint,tr Xws YI)) 3
We note that in order to learn a meaningful footprint there must be sufficient spatial
heterogeneity in the dataset; however, a lack of spatial heterogeneity would imply that any
footprint model would be sufficient since all pixels would have similar values, making this a
simple addon layer to any spatially explicit predictive task. We show empirically that AMERI-
FAR2S5 has sufficient spatial heterogeneity that a learned footprint model improves predictions,
and reproduces some features expected from theoretical calculations.

2.2 AMERI-FAR2S5 Dataset

The AMERI-FAR2S5 Dataset is 439 site years of EC tower data combined with 45,124 satellite
scenes. We obtained EC tower data from the AmeriFlux BASE product '* for all sites releasing
data after 2013 under the CC-BY-4.0 license with downloadable half-hour flux data. Sites with
missing measurements or metadata were dropped, and the remaining data were cleaned and
harmonized resulting in 209 sites (see Appendix A). FAR’s footprint model utilized wind
direction (WD), wind speed (WS), friction velocity (USTAR), air temperature (TA), sensible
heat turbulent flux (H), and tower height (HEIGHT). FAR’s flux prediction model utilized the
environmental drivers shortwave incoming radiation (SW_IN), air temperature (TA), and relative
humidity (RH), and FAR’s prediction target was carbon flux (FC). In addition to tower
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measurements, we obtained the 800 m daily normals for TA and RH (treated as constant
throughout the day), and monthly normals solar transmission from for PRISM.!> Solar
transmission was used in combination with the software package pysolar ' to estimate half-hour
solar radiation at each site. Satellite data was taken from Landsat 8 and 9 Level 1 data. This data
product contains 11 bands including 9 bands at 30 m resolution and 2 Thermal Infra bands at 100
m resolution resampled to 30 m. Together these bands provide significant information on
vegetation and soil moisture for use in FAR. Patches of 128 x 128 pixels centered on each
tower’s location were extracted from Landsat scenes. Scenes were processed to account for
clouds and missing data. This reflects a working process where the most recently available
information is used for prediction. For each Landsat patch, all bands except for the panchromatic
one (which provides broad spectrum measurements at higher spatial resolution) are concatenated
with four orientation angles (Solar/Sensor, Azimuth/Zenith) to form our input X4, 454 7. The
resulting dataset we refer to as AMERI-FAR2S is a publicly available dataset that provides a
large-scale pairing of satellite imagery and EC tower measurements.

2.3 Training and Evaluation

AMERI-FAR2S5 was split into training, validation, and test sets. Training sets were used during
training to fit model weights. The validation sets were used during training to determine if a
model was overfit, and the test sets were only used for evaluation. For testing FAR’s upscaling,
the 209 sites were grouped by International Geosphere—Biosphere Programme (IGBP) definition
codes (denoting ecosystem types, e.g. deciduous forest, wetland, etc.), and for all IGBP groups
with 10 or more sites, 40% of those sites were withheld and evenly split between the validation
(val_site) and test set (test_site). AMERI-FAR2S5 also provides splits to test forecasting or
temporal drift test future and val future, which consist of the last year of data from every site
with multiple years of data. In addition, 20% of points were withheld at random from the
remaining data to make a final validation set (val).

Before training, targets and fluxes were scaled based on training data statistics to facilitate neural
network training. To avoid bias in the footprint model toward prevailing wind directions, data
augmentation was applied to each Landsat scene by rotating it and the wind direction by an
arbitrary angle. FAR was trained until no further improvement was observed in the loss function
in any of the validation sets. The val dataset achieved the lowest loss value, followed by
val_future and val_site, which both achieved their minimum loss earlier in the training process.
The weights with lowest loss on the val site dataset were then used for subsequent evaluation,
since it represents the best test of the upscaling task. Training was performed on the University
of Oregon’s high-performance computer, Talapas, and took about 7 days on an A100 in MIG
mode configured with 40GB of GPU memory.

To evaluate FAR, we assessed its performance in our test site dataset across a variety of sites
and IGBP codes using root mean squared error (RMSE), and coefficients of determination (R?).
FAR produces half-hour predictions, but to allow for easier comparisons with existing literature
we integrated predictions into monthly sums except where noted. As a baseline we also
compared FAR’s performance against XGBoost'’, which has been widely used for upscaling'®.
For these baselines, we took the average of Landsat bands in a 5x5 pixel (150m x 150m) uniform
footprint and used the resulting values and environmental drivers as inputs to these models. We
also investigated feature importance to assess the model’s reliance on causal features, or lack
thereof, using Shapely Additive Explanations (SHAP)!°. SHAP values attribute each feature’s
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contribution, positive or negative, to a given FC prediction. We compare learned footprints to a
parametrized 2D model 2° FAR’s footprint comparisons utilized additional variables, the Monin-
Obukhov length and the standard deviation of lateral wind velocity fluctuations. For sites where
these variables were not available they were predicted from the same variables used in FAR’s
footprint prediction arm. These values were then inputted into the footprint package 2° with an
assumed boundary layer height of 1 km . The area for each footprint was calculated by
combining the pixels with the largest attention values iteratively until their sum exceeded 0.95.
Finally, to assess our ability to upscale, we replaced EC tower measurements with estimates
derived from PRISM and applied our model to a large geographic area of Oregon as a
demonstration of FARSs utility.

US-Whs (OSH) CA-DB2 (WET) US-HB1 (WET)

/ 7, 28 ‘
Figure 2 False color Landsat patches of sites with strong performance gains with FAR with
respect to XGBoost. Crosshairs denote site center within the patch, text in parentheses represent
the IGBP code of each site. In this representation, the spectral bands Red, NIR, and SWIR1 are
equated with the images Red, Green, and Blue channels respectively.

3. Results

Table 1 FAR and XGBoost results at varying time scales. FAR outperforms XGBoost at all
scales.

Frequency FAR R? XGBoost R? FAR RMSE XGBoost RMSE
(MGC/HA/YR) (MGC/HA/YR)
half-hour | 0.65 0.59 11.51 12.41
monthly | 0.78 0.66 3.14 3.14
yearly | 0.81 0.69 1.39 1.39

3.1 Flux Predictions

FAR predicted monthly FC in our withheld sites with high confidence across all sites (R?=0.78,
RMSE = 0.21 Mg C ha! mo™!) in comparison to XGBoost (R>=0.66, RMSE =0.26 Mg C ha™! mo-
1. Results at different temporal resolutions can be found in Table 1. Overall agreement between
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EC measurements and predictions improves with longer time scales and consistently outperforms

XGBoost.

As expected, sites showing the largest increase in R when using FAR compared with XGBoost
exhibit significant spatial heterogeneity. As an example, the six sites with the largest
improvement in R? are shown in Figure 2. Each patch displays the average values of the
available Landsat scenes in false color with R=Red, G=NIR, B=SWIR2. Several of these sites
exist near boundaries or exhibit spatial heterogeneity nearby the tower. These sites have a mean
tower height of 5.8 m, with the shortest, CA-DB2, being 2.5 m and the tallest MX-PMm being

8.5 m. Sites are located in the middle of each patch
where the black guidelines intersect.

Figure 3 plots the SHAP value for each input feature
and prediction, categorized based on our
interpretation of each feature’s role in the model.
The six most significant features (those with the
largest mean absolute SHAP value) in descending
order are SW_IN, Red, Blue, SWIR 2, Near Infrared,
and SWIR 1. This intuitive result corresponds with
solar radiation being a key driver of carbon flux,
followed by frequently used proxies for vegetation
and soil moisture. For example, the normalized
difference vegetation index (NDVI) is calculated
from the Red and Near Infrared channels 2!2? and its
extension the enhanced vegetation index (EVI)
incorporates the blue channel 2*. Similarly, SWIR 1
and 2 are used in the normalized difference water
index (NDWI) 2%, and normalized burn ratio (NBR)
25 respectively. Together this implies that FAR uses
well-known features to predict fluxes.

3.2 Footprints

The properties of the learned footprints depend on
the value A used during training to regularize the
footprints. Across all A's, footprints learn the tower’s
location at the center of the image and the need to be
up-wind, but their respective areas can vary
significantly and yield comparable R? on the test
data. For all results we utilize 1 = 1e~3 which
yields the best R = 0.78, with A = —1e~3 yielding
an R?=0.76, and A = 0 yielding an R = 0.76.
Replacing the learned footprints with those estimated
from the footprint package described by Kljun et al.?°
yields an R? = 0.77. Figure 4 shows that footprints
generally must be up-wind and notably for all 4 the
learned footprints are larger than those predicted by
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Figure 3 SHAP values for important
model features. SHAP values are grouped
into 4 categories 1. Environmental drivers
(SW_IN, TA, RH), 2. Vegetation Proxies
(Red, NIR, Blue, Green), 3. Soil Moisture
(SWIR 1/2, TIRS 1/2, Coastal aerosol) and
4. Satellite Corrections (SAA, SZA, VAA,
VZA, TIME_MASK, Cirrus). Below each
group is a selection of the highest-impact
features. These are shown with red/blue
points denoting higher/lower than average
values. Red points on the left of the figure
denote a high value of that feature is
associated with flux to the atmosphere, and
blue points denote ecosystem drawdown.

Kljun et al. for towers less than 3 meters tall. This result is consistent with tracer studies 2°.
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Otherwise we interpret the fact that footprint areas can vary widely depending on 4, and still
yield comparable results to imply insufficient radial heterogeneity at larger scales to refine the
learned footprint model.
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Figure 4 Learned Footprint Characteristics. (A) An example predicted footprint compared
against Kljun et al. (arrow denotes wind direction) (B) The footprint weighted mean of the
coordinates versus wind direction. (C) The square root of the area containing 95% of the
footprint obtained from different models including Kljun et al. and FAR trained with different
values of 1.

FAR generally learns a footprint that is more circular than Kljun et al., which may reflect
variation of the footprint during the half-hour measurement, or averaging over unobserved site
characteristics. Figure 5 shows how FAR’s footprint changes with key input variables. For all
plots, a single random reference measurement was selected, and the values of the variable of
interest were artificially changed and used to predict a new footprint. Fig. 5 A shows increasing
footprint area at low friction velocity as expected, however, unexpectedly this curve reaches a
minimum area at 0.6 ms™' before continuing to increase at higher friction velocities. Data are
significantly limited at higher friction velocities, which likely contributes to this behavior. Fig. 5
B shows area increasing with windspeed and Fig. 5 C shows increases with tower height.
Changes in the area of the predicted footprint (~5.2e5 — 6.1e5 m?) are small compared to Kljun et
al., which as an example would predict 2.9e4 m? for a 6 m tower and 1.2e6 m? for 30 m tower for
the same conditions used above.
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3.3 Results by Site and Upscaling



Figure 6b breaks down the RMSE for each test site grouped by their respective IGBP codes with
R? scores for all predictions in that IGBP code. The IGBP codes with the highest R? were DBF
(deciduous broadleaf forests, R>=0.86), ENF (evergreen needle forests, R?=0.78), and WET
(wetlands, R?=0.76). OSH (open shrublands) had the worst R? score, and one of the lowest
RMSE. While this is slightly counterintuitive, this can be understood due to the relatively low
flux observed at the OSH sites. The model is confident that the OSH fluxes are small, but
explaining the remaining variance in these small fluxes remains a challenge. We also note that
negative R? scores occur when FAR's predictions have a larger error than a prediction of the
mean for that subset of data.

Three sites have high enough RMSEs to qualify as outliers (1.5x the interquartile range). The
monthly predictions versus true measurements for these sites are shown in Figure 7. US-NC3
(Fig 7 A) is classified as ENF and was clear-cut in 2012 and replanted in 2013. The years 2013
and 2014 have the largest discrepancy with respect to the EC tower’s measurement with FAR
predicting net CO» drawdown for all months, and EC tower measuring net emissions. We
hypothesize that the replanting may obscure signs of clear cutting leading to an underestimate of
remaining emission sources. US-Oho is located in a Metro-Park with one year of data in
AMERI-FAR25. FAR underestimates the site measurements, although it maintains a high
overall correlation. Overall FAR performance is highest in forests but remains a useful predictor
across several biomes.
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Figure 6 Results of the FAR model on test set, and its use in upscaling. (A) FAR applied to
regional-sized area in Oregon centered on the HJ Andrews experimental forest. Emission sources
are shown in red, and areas of high CO> drawdown are shown in blue. (B) The RMSE of every
test site grouped by IGBP code, and the R? value for data with that IGBP code. (C) A decadal
time series of predicted flux averaged across the area shown in (A). A large disturbance caused
by the Holiday Farm Fire in September 2020 is denoted by a vertical line.

Replacing meteorological variables measured by each tower with values estimated from PRISM
during inference results in nearly identical predictive power on test sites (R>=0.77). Figure 6a
demonstrates FAR applied to a regional-scale area with 30 m resolution centered on the HJ
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Andrews Experimental Forest. The map shows fluxes temporally averaged over a 10-year period,
with Figure 6¢ showing the time series of the same region spatially averaged. Of note is the large
Holiday Farm Fire that swept the area in Fall 2020 and significantly shifted predictions toward
higher emissions afterward.
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Figure 7 Monthly Predictions vs. Measurements for Outlier Sites. (A) US-NC3 (ENF) (B)
US-Oho (DBF) and (C) US-SNE (GRA). Each plot contains best fit lines for each year of data;
positive values represent CO> drawdown from the atmosphere to the environment.

4. Discussion

We have shown that FAR effectively uses a novel attention mechanism to address a key
challenge of varying spatial scales when upscaling EC carbon flux estimates. We also have
provided the AMERI-FAR2S dataset to enable future studies using this, or a similar, technique.
FAR had superior performance compared to frequently used XGBoost methods, and FAR can
provide pixel-level predictions at spatial resolutions smaller than that of an EC tower’s footprint,
which improves predictions in sites with spatial heterogeneity.

FAR is well suited for broader application on current and future efforts to harmonize EC tower
data globally. However, there are several limitations of FAR. The data to train FAR are
concentrated in North America, and similarly the use of PRISM for upscaling currently is limited
to the USA. Another important assumption of FAR is that the input environmental drivers are
sufficient to predict an ecosystem’s response, which is unlikely to be true for urban or intensively
managed areas with a variety of additional CO; sources and where additional data may be needed
to predict ecosystem fluxes.

Despite accurate and precise results in a variety of ecosystems, there remains progress to be
made in predicting some outlier sites shortly after interventions such as replanting. Additional
environmental drivers, site features, or historical information may be required to capture the
observed differences in those sites. FAR’s framework could also be used to predict CH4 fluxes
with appropriate environmental drivers. Despite its limitations, FAR provides high accuracy
upscaling for many wetlands and forest types, at higher resolutions than has previously been
possible, paving the way for easier validation of natural climate solutions, and working toward
easier access to these markets for smaller landowners.

Our findings demonstrate that FAR can resolve the long-standing challenge of footprint bias in
spatiotemporal predictions and translate EC data into maps of carbon fluxes. By integrating 439
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site-years of flux tower measurements with Landsat imagery, FAR not only achieves high
predictive ability across diverse ecosystems but also provides a generalizable framework for
estimating ecosystem sinks and sources of CO: at scales directly relevant to land management
and policy. Importantly, this opens the door to calculating carbon budgets across heterogeneous
landscapes, offering an avenue to reconcile ecosystem processes with local and regional
assessments of climate mitigation potential. The ability to quantify both expected and outlier
dynamics (e.g. disturbance legacies, land-use transitions, or climate extremes) will advance
understanding of the coupled feedback among ecosystems, land use, and the atmosphere. FAR
thus represents a significant step toward building the empirical foundations needed for solutions
to be evaluated not only in terms of potential, but also in terms of realized carbon drawdown and
resilience to future change, and to test ecological theory integrating bottom-up flux
measurements into top-down carbon monitoring.
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Appendix A - AMERI-FAR25 Dataset

We obtained EC tower data from the AmeriFlux BASE product '* for all sites releasing
data under the CC-BY-4.0 license with downloadable half-hour flux data. We required sites to
have measurements of wind direction (WD), wind speed (WS), carbon flux (FC), friction
velocity (USTAR), air temperature (TA), sensible heat turbulent flux (H), and relative humidity
(RH); any sites without these variables were excluded. The remaining sites were required to have
a measure of incoming radiation, either shortwave (SW_IN) or photosynthetic flux density
(PPFD _IN). SW_IN was used for sites where SW_IN was available. For sites with only
PPFD_IN available, SW_IN was predicted with a linear scaling of PPFD_IN. Sites without
existing tower height metadata were then dropped resulting in 209 sites. For stations with
multiple sensors measuring the same quantity, the highest sensor(s) was utilized, and replicates
at this height were averaged. Outlier FC measurements exceeding 0.5% and 99.5% percentiles
were dropped to prevent divergences during training, as were non-physical measurements that
contained negative SW_IN values, and biologically implausible measurements where carbon
drawdown (FC < 0) was measured with no incoming radiation (e.g. nighttime where SW_IN=0).
In addition to tower measurements, we obtained the 800 m daily normals for PRISM'° data for
TA and RH (treated as constant throughout the day), and monthly normals solar transmission
from PRISM was used in combination with the software package pysolar '® to estimate half-hour
solar radiation at each site. This resulted in 209 sites with 7,697,145 half-hour measurements
(see Table A1 for full site list).

Satellite data was taken from Landsat 8 and 9 Level 1 data. This data product contains 11
bands including 9 bands at 30 m resolution and 2 Thermal Infra bands at 100 m resolution
resampled to 30 m. These bands are Coastal aerosol (0.43-0.45 um), Blue (0.45-0.51 um), Green
(0.53-0.59 um), Red (0.64-0.67 um), Near Infrared (NIR) (0.85-0.88 um), Shortwave Infrared
(SWIR) 1 (1.57-1.65 pm), SWIR 2 (2.11-2.29 um), Panchromatic (0.50-0.68 pm), Cirrus (1.36-
1.28 um), Thermal Infrared (TIRS) 1 (10.6-11.19 pum) and TIRS 2 (11.50-12.51 um). Together
these bands provide significant information on vegetation and soil moisture for use in FAR.
Landsat scenes that contained a flux tower were downloaded with the landsatxplore tool 33-%),
with some updates made by the authors 3*. Patches of 128 x 128 pixels centered on each tower’s
location were extracted from Landsat scenes resulting in 45,124 Landsat patches. Scenes were
processed so pixels that were missing, cloudy (PIXEL QA != {21824,21888,21952}), or bad
data were replaced with the most recently available value for that pixel. This reflects a working
process where the most recently available information is used for prediction. For each Landsat
patch, all bands except for the panchromatic one (which provides broad spectrum measurements
at higher spatial resolution) are concatenated with four orientation angles (Solar/Sensor,
Azimuth/Zenith) to form our input X4y, 45q¢ 7 - Environmental drivers X ,jpers ¢ are comprised of
SW_IN, TA, and RH. Footprint prediction variables Xf,o¢print,c are the concatenation of WD,
WS, USTAR, TA, and H. The resulting dataset we refer to as AMERI-FAR?2S5 is the first
publicly available dataset that provides a large-scale pairing of satellite imagery and EC tower
measurements.

AMERI-FAR2S5 was split into training, validation and test sets. Training sets were used during
training to fit model weights. The validation sets were used during training to determine if a
model was overfit, and the test sets were only used for evaluation. For testing FAR’s upscaling,
the 209 sites were grouped by IGBP code (denoting ecosystem types, e.g. deciduous forest,

24



wetland, etc.), and for all IGBP groups with 10 or more sites; 40% of those sites were withheld
and evenly split between the validation (val_site) and test set (fest_site). AMERI-FAR2S5 also
provides splits to test forecasting or temporal drift fest future and val future, which consist of
the last year of data from every site with multiple years of data; however, these sets were not
utilized in this study. In addition, 20% of points were withheld at random from the remaining
data to make a final validation set (val).

Machine Learning Implementations

FAR’s flux prediction model was implemented with a simple multi-layer perceptron (MLP), with
3 layers each with 512 hidden dimensions. This architecture was chosen over other possibilities
such as U-Net ° to improve generalization by preserving the independence of each pixel’s
prediction. The footprint prediction model is also implemented with a simple multi-layer
perceptron, with 3 layers each with 512 hidden dimensions. The model was implemented in
PyTorch *° and trained with the Adam optimizer *’ using a learning rate of le-4.

Table A1 Sites used in AMERI-FAR2S5: The complete list of AmeriFlux sites used in each
dataset split in AMERI-FAR2S5. Sites are exclusively divided between train, val site and
test_site, with sites in the train dataset also appearing in the va/ and val future and test future
datasets.

Site ID  IGBP Date Range Train Site Test Site Days  Val Site Days
Days (site/future)  (site/future/val)
AR-CCg38 | GRA 2018-2021 359.6 0/0 0/230/137
AR-TF13° | WET 2016-2018 162.6 0/0 0/162/71
AR-TF2%0 | WET 2016-2017 0.0 0/0 202/0/0
BR-CST# | DNF 2014-2015 1.3 0/123 0/0/8
BR-Npw*2 | WSA 2014-2017 221.3 0/0 0/118/68
CA-ARB#3 | WET 2013-2015 320.8 0/0 0/303/66
CA-ARF* | WET 2013-2015 380.1 0/0 0/190/77
CA-BOU# | WET 2018-2020 93.7 0/0 0/37/11
CA-DB2% | WET 2020-2020 0.0 189/0 0/0/0
CA-DBB*7 | WET 2016-2020 0.0 0/0 1030/0/0
CA-DSM#8 | WET 2022-2022 120.5 0/0 0/0/28
CA-ER1% | CRO 2015-2021 0.0 937/0 0/0/0
CA-Gro59 | MF 2013-2014 0.0 0/0 0/278/0
CA-LP1°1 | ENF 2013-2022 1014.3 0/268 0/0/258
CA-TP152 | ENF 2013-2017 0.0 0/0 1322/0/0
CA-TP3%3 | ENF 2013-2017 981.2 0/324 0/0/233
CA-TP45* | ENF 2013-2017 0.0 0/0 960/0/0
CA-TPD% | DBF 2013-2017 588.3 0/0 0/150/87
CL-SDF5¢ | EBF 2014-2022 376.3 0/0 0/67/72
MX-PMm?>7 | WET 2017-2018 0.0 153/0 0/0/0
PE-QFR8 | WET 2018-2019 72.1 0/0 0/127/11
PR-xGU5% | EBF 2019-2022 94.3 0/64 0/0/17
PR-xLA%0 | GRA 2018-2022 102.5 0/66 0/0/17
US-A3261 | GRA 2015-2017 70.5 0/0 0/157/15
US-A74%2 | CRO 2016-2017 76.9 0/0 0/81/33
US-ALQS3 | WET 2018-2023 640.1 0/157 0/0/116
US-ARM64 | CRO 2013-2023 1346.6 0/225 0/0/375
US-ASHSS | DBF 2016-2017 0.0 0/67 0/0/0
US-ASL¢¢ | DBF 2016-2017 0.0 0/0 0/22/0
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875/0
0/0
0/108
0/61
0/175
847/0
0/165
0/0
0/50
0/0
121/0
66/0
0/0
0/0
0/0
340/0
0/0
0/0
0/0

0/0
0/300
0/0
435/0
0/0
0/0

1455/0
0/0

0/0
0/296
2209/0
0/0

0/0/162
1375/0/0
0/0/0
1886/0/0
1748/0/0
0/145/181
0/69/79
526/0/0
0/0/0
0/0/0
641/0/0
0/260/401
2510/0/0
0/237/307
0/0/39

1836/0/0
0/0/0
0/293/188
0/0/516
0/0/387
1139/0/0
0/0/0
0/78/105
0/0/70
0/0/43
0/0/294
0/0/0
0/0/311
962/0/0
0/0/22
171/0/0
0/0/0
0/0/0
0/62/0
0/17/33
0/120/166
0/0/0
0/157/46
0/0/18
0/147/17

386/0/0
0/0/348
0/277/321
0/0/0
317/0/0
1657/0/0

0/0/0
1445/0/0
0/178/242
0/0/345
0/0/0
0/129/137



US-SR(C171
US-SRG172
US-SRM173
US-SRS174
US-SSH175
US-Seg176
US-Ses177
US-SIt178
US-Snd179
US-Snel80
US-Snf181
US-Srris2
US-Stj183
US-Syv1s4
US-Tw1185
US-Tw2186
US-Tw3187
US-Tw4188
US-Twb5189
US-Twt190
US-UM31%1
US-UMB192
US-UTB1%3
US-Uaf19+
US-Varl%
US-Vem196
US-Vep197
US-Vcs198
US-WPT199
US-Whs200
US-Wjs201
US-Wkg20z
US-Wrc203
US-xAB204
US-xAE205
US-xBA206
US-xBL207
US-xBN208
US-xBR209
US-xCL210
US-xCp211
US-xD(?12
US-xDj?13
US-xDL214
US-xDS?15
US-xGR216
US-xHA217
US-xHE?18
US-xJE?19
US-xJR220
US-xKA221
US-xKZ222
US-xLE?23

OSH
GRA
WSA
WSA
DBF
GRA
OSH
DBF
GRA
GRA
GRA
WET
WET
MF
WET
CRO
CRO
WET

WET
CRO
WAT
DBF
BSV
ENF
GRA
ENF
ENF
ENF
WET
OSH
SAV
GRA
ENF
ENF
GRA
WET
DBF
ENF
DBF
GRA
GRA
GRA
ENF
MF
CVvM
DBF
DBF
OSH
ENF
OSH
GRA
GRA
DBF

2013-2014
2013-2023
2013-2023
2013-2018
2016-2021
2013-2023
2013-2023
2013-2014
2013-2015
2016-2020
2018-2020
2014-2017
2015-2017
2013-2023
2013-2022
2013-2013
2013-2018
2013-2022

2018-2020
2013-2017
2013-2014
2013-2014
2021-2023
2013-2022
2013-2023
2013-2023
2013-2023
2016-2023
2013-2013
2013-2023
2013-2023
2013-2023
2013-2016
2017-2022
2019-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2018-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2018-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022

0.0

0.0
1659.9
1026.5
302.0
2102.4
0.0
132.9
119.8
0.0
114.5
0.0

0.0
494.5
0.0
13.3
484.4
978.2

53.6
331.1
41.6
39.5
253
0.0

0.0
1712.2
1165.7
0.0

0.0

0.0
2193.8
1788.8
415.7
182.1
224.4
170.8
213.8
231.8
436.8
233.4
0.0

0.0

0.0
163.7
289.7
230.7
0.0
303.5
307.7
0.0
285.9
368.2
56.2
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0/83
3057/0
0/0

0/0

0/0

0/0
2638/0
0/0

0/0
561/0
0/139
445/0
766/0
0/71
874/0
0/0

0/0

0/0

0/0
0/113
0/0
0/0
0/0
833/0
0/0
0/0
0/0
1894/0
0/0
2610/0
0/263
0/0
0/0
0/118
0/138
0/35
0/0
0/75
0/0
0/128
0/0
876/0
611/0
0/93
0/0
0/106
458/0
0/172
0/0
0/0
0/0
0/114
0/79

0/0/0
0/0/0
0/162/393
0/231/184
0/120/119
0/276/446
0/0/0
0/200/17
0/149/0
0/0/0
0/0/26
0/0/0
0/0/0
0/0/114
0/0/0
0/0/0
0/161/77
0/143/223

0/87/14
0/0/46
0/42/4
0/88/22
0/96/13
0/0/0
2612/0/0
0/221/372
0/159/284
0/0/0
163/0/0
0/0/0
0/0/425
0/284/419
0/243/81
0/0/42
0/0/71
0/0/46
0/122/71
0/0/39
0/117/116
0/0/42
456/0/0
0/0/0
0/0/0
0/0/13
0/77/41
0/0/41
0/0/0
0/0/61
0/129/67
490/0/0
0/117/60
0/0/69
0/0/2



US-xMB224
US-xML?25
US-xNG226
US-xNQ227

US-xNW228
US-xRM?29
US-xRN230

US-xSB231
US-xSC232
US-xSE?33
US-xS23+
US-xSL235
US-xSP236
US-xSR237
US-xST238
US-xTA?3
US-xTL240
US-xTR?#
US-xUK242
US-xUN243

US-xWD244

US-xWR245
US-xYE?46

OSH
DBF
GRA
OSH
ENF
ENF
DBF
ENF
DBF
DBF
SAV
CRO
ENF
OSH
DBF
ENF
WET
DBF
DBF

MF
GRA
ENF

ENF

2019-2022
2019-2022
2017-2022
2019-2022
2018-2022
2017-2022
2019-2022
2019-2022
2020-2022
2017-2022
2019-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2017-2022
2018-2022

2019-2022

188.5
0.0
308.6
0.0

0.0
417.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
175.1
191.3
0.0
236.8
0.0
0.0
141.9
374.8
519.5
398.4
288.4
233.2

222.1

29

0/119
0/0
0/111
0/0

0/0
0/0
0/0
0/0
0/0
389/0
0/0
0/128
0/0
0/0
878/0
0/0
0/0
0/98
0/0
0/110
0/127
0/0

0/0

0/0/33
275/0/0
0/0/70
332/0/0

276/0/0
0/139/100
304/0/0
240/0/0
187/0/0
0/0/0
0/97/35
0/0/32
383/0/0
0/128/67
0/0/0
450/0/0
0/77/61
0/0/73
0/233/111
0/0/76
0/0/79
0/89/53

0/126/25



