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ABSTRACT. We introduce an automated way to find compact spectral indices for vegetation clas-
sification. The idea is to take all pairwise normalized differences from the spectral bands and then
build polynomial combinations up to a fixed degree, which gives a structured search space that still
keeps the illumination invariance needed in remote sensing. For a sensor with n bands this produces
(g) base normalized differences, and the degree-2 polynomial expansion gives 1,080 candidate fea-
tures for the 10-band Sentinel-2 configuration we use here. Feature selection methods (ANOVA
filtering, recursive elimination, and L;-regularized SVM) then pick out small sets of indices that
reach the desired accuracy, so the final models stay simple and easy to interpret. We test the frame-
work on Kochia (Bassia scoparia) detection using Sentinel-2 imagery from Saskatchewan, Canada
(N = 2,318 samples, 2022-2024). A single degree-2 index, the product of two normalized dif-
ferences from the red-edge bands, already reaches 96.26% accuracy, and using eight indices only
raises this to 97.70%. In every case the chosen features are degree-2 products built from bands b4
through bg, which suggests that the discriminative signal comes from spectral interactions rather
than individual band ratios. Because the indices involve only simple arithmetic, they can be de-
ployed directly in platforms like Google Earth Engine. The same approach works for other sensors
and classification tasks, and an open-source implementation (ndindex) is available.

INTRODUCTION

Remote sensing has transformed how we monitor vegetation in agricultural areas. It allows
us to observe large regions consistently, which would be difficult to do with field surveys alone
[34]. Among the tools for working with multispectral imagery, normalized difference indices are
especially valuable because they are simple to calculate and have a clear physical meaning [1].
A normalized difference index is found by taking the difference between two spectral bands and
dividing it by their sum. This straightforward ratio offers several practical benefits for agriculture:
it remains stable under changes in lighting, is less affected by topographic shading, and is more
reliable across different sensor calibrations [/1]].
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The Normalized Difference Vegetation Index (NDVI) was first introduced by Rouse et al. (1973)
at Texas A&M University during the Great Plains Corridor Project and it soon became a classic
example of a simple normalized index [32]. The index was created to deal with the confusing ef-
fects of changing solar zenith angle on satellite observations taken along different latitudes. NDVI
makes use of the characteristic spectral behavior of photosynthetically active vegetation, where
chlorophyll absorbs most of the red light while plant cells reflect strongly in the near infrared
region [32]. When the difference between near infrared (NIR) and red reflectances is written in
normalized form, NDVI tends to reduce atmospheric effects and gives a fairly stable measure of
vegetation greenness. This single quantity has been shown to relate closely to important biophys-
ical variables such as leaf area index (LAI), chlorophyll concentration and fractional vegetation
cover [10].

The way band ratios and normalized differences are constructed tends to bring out the compo-
sition we care about while pushing down many confusing effects in the scene, for example terrain
slope or changes in grain size [33]. This behavior has been very useful in precision agriculture,
where farmers and researchers want indicators of crop health that they can trust and that stay
roughly stable under different illumination, sun angles and atmospheric conditions [9]. Over time
the NDVI literature has grown very fast. The number of NDVI related publications went from 795
in the 1990s to more than 12,618 in the 2010s, which shows how widely normalized indices are
now used in agricultural and environmental monitoring work [29].

The success of NDVI has encouraged the creation of many other spectral indices, each one
aimed at fixing certain limitations or making better use of particular spectral features. The Soil
Adjusted Vegetation Index (SAVI), introduced by Huete (1988), adds a soil brightness term so
that background soil reflectance has less influence in areas where vegetation is sparse [12]. The
Enhanced Vegetation Index (EVI) goes a step further by using blue band reflectance to correct
remaining atmospheric effects and to ease saturation in regions with very dense biomass [11].
In more recent years, the spread of sensors with red edge bands, especially the Sentinel 2 Multi
Spectral Instrument (MSI), has led to indices such as the Normalized Difference Red Edge Index
(NDRE), which are more sensitive to changes in chlorophyll content and plant nitrogen status [28]].

These spectral indices are now widely used in crop classification and in agricultural monitoring.
Sonobe et al. (2018) showed that 82 published vegetation indices computed from Sentinel 2 MSI
data can support crop type classification when they are used in ensemble learning approaches [28].
The red edge bands that are specific to Sentinel 2, sitting between the red and near infrared parts
of the spectrum, work especially well for picking up small changes in crop canopy traits and for
separating vegetation species at fairly fine taxonomic levels [[13,[14]. In the same line, more recent
studies report that the Sentinel 2 spectral configuration allows reliable weed detection in maize
fields, with user and producer accuracies above 88%, which shows that the sensor is quite sensitive
to biophysical differences between the crop and invasive species [22].

Despite these advances in general weed detection, some invasive species remain difficult to iden-
tify. For Kochia (Bassia scoparia), spotting the plants reliably in remote sensing images is still a
bit of a challenge. In many fields they share a lot of morphological and spectral traits with the
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surrounding crops, so the signals get mixed. Work with hyperspectral imagery has reported clas-
sification accuracies of 67-80% for separating herbicide resistant Kochia biotypes using support
vector machine classifiers [24) 27]]. More recent studies have tried attention based convolutional
neural networks and have pushed the accuracy above 99% when separating Kochia from sugarbeet
under field conditions [20]. These approaches are powerful, but they usually depend on costly hy-
perspectral sensors and fairly involved computational setups, which makes them awkward to use
for everyday regional monitoring.

Deep learning methods often give very strong classification results in remote sensing, but using
them in everyday agricultural systems is still tricky because they are hard to interpret. A typical
deep neural network behaves like a black box, so it is difficult to see why the model prefers one
class over another [25) [26]. In earth observation work many practitioners want more than good
accuracy, they also want ecological insight and some sense of the processes behind the signal, and
this lack of transparency gets in the way of that goal [19].

Opacity in complex machine learning models creates problems that go beyond simple curios-
ity about how they work. In agricultural decisions, people on the ground and in offices farmers,
agronomists and policy makers need to know why a model suggests a certain action before they
are willing to follow it [23]]. When models are built from polynomial functions of familiar spec-
tral indices, the link to biophysical processes is much clearer, so experts can check whether the
model behavior agrees with established scientific knowledge [3]]. By contrast, many deep learning
models, though very good at capturing intricate patterns in the spectral and spatial domain, still
behave largely as black boxes and make it hard to interpret the ecological processes behind their
predictions [18]].

In contrast, smaller models built from interpretable spectral features have several very practical
advantages. They usually handle shifts between training and deployment data better, they need
fewer computational resources at prediction time, and they can be run on many different remote
sensing platforms without any special hardware [S]]. The basic idea of parsimony is that, when two
models give roughly the same predictive performance, the simpler one is usually the better choice,
since it is less likely to overfit and more likely to work well on new data [[16]].

The design of new spectral indices has mostly depended on expert judgment, physical intu-
ition, and a good amount of trial and error. In practice, researchers usually write down candidate
formulas from their understanding of spectral responses and then test them against ground truth
measurements to see how well they behave [2} 31]. This style of empirical tuning takes a lot of
time and effort, and it can still lead to solutions that are not very close to optimal. Because there are
so many ways to combine bands, apply transformations, and choose coefficients, checking every
possibility by hand is essentially impossible except for the very simplest index forms.

Even a fairly modest multispectral sensor with ten spectral bands already gives a surprising
number of choices. One can form 45 distinct normalized differences from all possible pairs of
bands, around 120 different three band combinations once adjustment terms are included, and
then many more formulas built from products, powers, or ratios inside other ratios. When extra
sensor capabilities are added, for example the 13 bands on Sentinel 2 MSI, the space of candidate
indices quickly becomes enormous [21]. In practice this means that many useful index formulas
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are probably still unknown, because most studies stay close to a few familiar indices and only try
variations that match existing physical intuition.

Choosing an index is also very context dependent. It depends on the task, the species of interest,
the sensor, and even the local conditions in the field. An index that works nicely for detecting crop
stress can still be poor at telling weeds from the crop, and a formula tuned for one sensor may not
carry over to another one unless it is recalibrated. Because of this, it makes sense to look for more
automatic, data driven ways to search for indices. Such approaches could speed up the design of
indices tailored to particular applications and at the same time reveal useful new formulations that
experts might not think of on their own.

These considerations, the demonstrated value of normalized differences, the need for inter-
pretable models, and the limits of manual index design—motivate automated methods for discov-
ering parsimonious spectral formulations. The goal is to identify small feature sets that obtain high
classification accuracy while being simple and interpretable enough for operational deployment.

Genetic programming and related evolutionary search methods offer another way to design in-
dices automatically in remote sensing work. Olague and co workers showed that spectral indices
can be evolved with genetic programming for soil erosion studies, and Makkeasorn et al. (2009)
used a two stage genetic programming scheme to choose vegetation indices for riparian zone mon-
itoring [17]. More recently, Hern’andez-Clemente et al. (2022) applied genetic programming to
detect plant infestations from multispectral aerial imagery and reported classification accuracies
above 96%. Across these studies, the common benefit is that genetic programming can explore
very large spaces of possible formulas while still tending to keep indices fairly simple when the
fitness function is set up with parsimony in mind.

Feature selection tools from machine learning provide another way to find small but effective
sets of features inside rich spectral data. Common options include filter methods (for example
ANOVA based SelectKBest), wrapper methods (such as recursive feature elimination), and em-
bedded methods (for example L1 regularized support vector machines), each with its own way of
trading off classification accuracy against model complexity [7]]. When these ideas are applied to
spectral indices derived from satellite imagery, they can be used to pick out the indices that really
carry most of the information for a particular classification task.

In this study we introduce a simple framework for finding compact spectral indices that work
well for vegetation classification using Sentinel 2 satellite imagery. We build a feature space for the
satellite data by taking normalized difference indices and forming polynomial features of a fixed
degree. In practice we only consider polynomials of degree at most two in the normalized differ-
ence basis, so we end up with three kinds of features: linear terms ND(i) = (b; — b;)/(b; + b;),
squared terms (ND(7))?, and interaction terms ND(7) - ND(k). This fixed degree polynomial con-
struction keeps the usual illumination invariance of normalized differences but still lets us capture
useful nonlinear spectral relationships.

We use three complementary feature selection algorithms: SelectKBest with ANOVA F statis-
tics, recursive feature elimination (RFE), and L1 regularized support vector machines. Together
they allow us to choose small subsets of features from the polynomial embedding that still give
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strong classification accuracy. We illustrate the approach on Kochia (Bassia scoparia) classifica-
tion and find that simple affine combinations of the normalized difference polynomials can reach
accuracies above 97% using only four spectral features. Although the examples in this paper focus
on Kochia detection, the same procedure is general and can be applied to other crop and weed
classification tasks, because the polynomial embedding and feature selection steps do not depend
on the particular species. The indices produced in this way keep the mathematical structure needed
for physical interpretation, while remaining simpler than many existing alternatives and easy to use
on different sensor platforms.

1. NORMALIZED DIFFERENCE POLYNOMIAL FRAMEWORK

Consider a multispectral sensor providing n spectral channels with reflectance values by, bs, . . ., by,
where each b; > 0 represents the measured reflectance in the i-th spectral band.

Definition 1.1 (Normalized Difference). For any pair of spectral bands b; and b; with ¢ # j, the
normalized difference is defined as:

b; — b,
bi + bj +ée
where € > 0 is a small regularization constant (typically e = 10~'9) that ensures numerical stability
for all non-negative reflectance values, including edge cases where b; + b; ~ 0.

(1.1) ND,; =

The normalized difference formulation possesses several properties that make it particularly
suitable for remote sensing applications. First, ND;; is invariant to multiplicative scaling of the
input bands: if (b;, b;) — (ab;, ab,) for any a > 0, then ND,; remains practically unchanged. This
property confers robustness to variations in solar illumination intensity, atmospheric transmittance,
and sensor gain [33]]. Second, the normalized difference is antisymmetric, satisfying ND;; =
—ND;;, which implies that the set of distinct normalized differences has cardinality (;‘)

For n spectral bands, the complete set of normalized differences is:

(12) N = {NDy:1<i<j<n}, W'—@

We build a feature space made of polynomial functions in the normalized difference basis. By
keeping the polynomial degree fixed we keep the model from becoming too complex, while still
letting it describe useful nonlinear spectral patterns.

Definition 1.2 (Normalized Difference Polynomial of Degree d). A normalized difference polyno-
mial of degree d is a function p : R” — R of the form:

(1.3) p(br,... b)) => a [] ND¥
k (i,5)EN

where k = (ki;)(i,jen ranges over multi-indices with k;; € Zxo satisfying >, ; kij < d, and
cx € R are coefficients.
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In this work, we focus on polynomials of degree at most two (d < 2). This choice balances
expressiveness against interpretability: degree-2 terms capture pairwise interactions between spec-
tral transitions, while higher degrees rapidly increase the feature space; degree-3 would give over
20,000 features for 10 bands. This trades interpretability for marginal gains. Empirically, degree-2
suffices for providing an index for Kochia. This yields three types of features:

Degree 1 (Linear terms): The normalized differences themselves:

(1.4) oM = (ND;;:1<i<j<n}, [0V]= (Z)
Degree 2 (Quadratic terms): Squares and products of normalized differences:
o n
(1.5) o2 = {ND} :1<i<j<n}, [BQ|= (2)
(1.6) o) = {NDy; - NDy, : (i, j) < (k,1)}
where the ordering is lexicographic, and ]@g())d] = ((g)) The complete degree-2 polynomial
feature space is:
(1.7) o =a0MuaPual U1}

where {1} represents the constant (intercept) term. The total number of features (excluding the
intercept) is:

o0 e (D) o)+ (9)

Remark. For Sentinel-2 imagery using bands b, through b,y (excluding SWIR bands by, and by5),
we have n = 10, yielding (120) = 45 normalized differences, 45 squared terms, and (425) = 990
product terms, for a total of |®| — 1 = 1080 features.

A key advantage of the normalized difference polynomial framework is that the feature space is
inherently bounded, enabling principled scaling of classifier outputs to interpretable ranges.

Proposition 1.3 (Boundedness of ND Polynomials). Let p(b1, ... ,b,) be a normalized difference
polynomial of degree d with finitely many nonzero coefficients. Then:
(i) Each normalized difference satisfies ND;; € (—1,1) for all b;,b; > 0.

(ii) The polynomial p extends continuously to the closure [—1, 1]V]. Let M = MAax(ND,;)e[—1,1]WV] p|
denote the maximum absolute value of p on the closed hypercube. Then |p(b)| < M for all
beD={(by,...,b,):b; >0}

(iii) The scaled function p = p/M satisfies p(b) € [—1,1] for all b € D.

Proof. (i) For b;, b; > 0, we have |b; — b;| < b; +b; < b; + b; + ¢ (strict inequality since € > 0),

hence:
b; — b;

bi+bj+€

b + b,

NDZ" -
| ]| _bi+bj+€
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Thus ND,; € (—1,1) (open interval) for all non-negative reflectance values.
(i) For any b € D, the vector (ND;;(b)) jjen lies in the open set (—1, 1)*I. As a polynomial,
p extends continuously to the closure [—1, 1]"], which is compact. By continuity, |p| attains its

maximum A on this compact set. Since (—1,1)V C [—1,1]W], we have |p(b)| < M for all
b eD.
(iii) Follows immediately: |p(b)| = |p(b)|/M < 1, hence p(b) € [—1, 1]. O

This proposition has practical implications for classifier design. Given a linear classifier f(b) =
wo + Y, wrPr(b) where each ¢, € ®, we can compute the maximum absolute value:
(1.9 M = max |f]
(ND;;)€[-1,1]IV]
over the closed hypercube of all possible normalized difference configurations. The classifier
output can then be scaled to a confidence score in [—1, 1] via:

(1.10) s(b) = =2

This scaling leaves the decision boundary where it was, at f(b) = 0 (and also s(b) = 0),
and simply stretches the classifier scores into a symmetric range, so values near —1 indicate high
confidence in the negative class and values near +1 indicate high confidence in the positive class.

Our goal is to find a small subset S C ® such that a linear classifier that uses only features in &
still reaches high classification accuracy. Models built in this way remain easy to interpret and can
be used in practice on a variety of remote sensing platforms.

Using products of normalized differences rather than single ratios has a practical benefit. When
two normalized differences are multiplied, confounding effects that show up in both terms, such as
changes in solar illumination or atmospheric haze, tend to cancel out, while spectral patterns that
are specific to the vegetation class get amplified. This helps bring out discriminative structure that
single band ratios might miss, which makes product terms useful for telling apart vegetation types
that have only subtle spectral differences.

We employ three complementary feature selection algorithms, each offering distinct mecha-
nisms for balancing classification performance against model complexity.

1.0.1. Method 1: SelectKBest with ANOVA F-Statistic. SelectKBest is a filter method that ranks
features one by one according to their univariate relationship with the target variable [7]. For
binary classification, the ANOVA F statistic compares the variance between classes to the variance
within classes, providing a simple score for each feature.

D eeqony Me(Bje - ;)
ZCE{O,I} Zi:yi:c(¢jvi - ¢j70)2/<N - 2)

where 7. is the number of samples in class ¢, QELC is the mean of feature j in class ¢, and qgj is the
overall mean. Features are ranked by F}; in descending order, and the top £ features are selected.

(1.11) Fy=
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Algorithm 1 SelectKBest Feature Selection

Require: Feature matrix X € RV*I®l Jabels y € {0,1}", target count k
Ensure: Selected feature indices S
1: for each feature ¢, € ® do

Compute F-statistic F; using ANOVA
end for
Rank features by [ in descending order
S < indices of top k features
return S

AN AN s

1.0.2. Method 2: Recursive Feature Elimination (RFE). Recursive Feature Elimination is a wrap-
per method that iteratively removes the least important features based on a base estimator’s learned
coefficients [8]]. Using a linear support vector machine (SVM) as the base estimator, feature im-
portance is measured by the absolute value of the coefficient |w;|.

Algorithm 2 Recursive Feature Elimination

Require: Feature matrix X, labels y, target count k

Ensure: Selected feature indices S
1: S+ {1,2,...,|P|} {Initialize with all features}
2: while |S| > &k do
3:  Train linear SVM on features S: f(x) = > ;s w;¢;(x) + b
4:  j* < argminjes |w;| {Least important feature}
50 S« S\{j"}
6: end while
7: return S

1.0.3. Method 3: LI1-Regularized SVM. L1 regularization provides an embedded feature selection
approach by inducing sparsity directly through the optimization objective [30]. The L1-regularized
SVM solves:

N
(1.12) mi£1||w||1 +C’Zmax(0,1 —ys(wix; + b))
e i=1
where ||w||; = >_; |w;| promotes sparsity and C' controls the regularization strength. The selected

features are those with nonzero coefficients: S = {j : |w;| > 0}.
For a selected feature subset S with |S| = k, we train a linear SVM to find the optimal separating
hyperplane. The decision function is:

(1.13) f(b) =wo+ > w;e;(b)

jES
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with classification rule:

(1.14)

41 iff(b)>0
Y7 -1 iffmy <o

The SVM optimization problem (with L2 regularization) is:

N
1

1.15 in-|[wl3+C» &
(1.15) min 5 [wl3 + ;5
subject to y; (wo+w’ ¢p(b;)) > 1—& and & > 0 for all .. During training, features are standardized
for numerical stability:
Gj — 1

gj

where 11; and o; are the mean and standard deviation computed from the training set. The trained
SVM produces coefficients w; operating on standardized features. For deployment without explicit
standardization, we absorb the transformation into the coefficients:

(1.17) Fb) = wo+ > w, (%j“f)

(1.16) b; =

=S
w .M . w .
1.18 = — —Ir et S
(1.18) <U)0 Z 0; > +Z oj ¢4(b)
N jES , JES | ,
bt i
The final coefficients wy, w1, . . ., Wy operate directly on raw normalized difference features, en-

abling straightforward implementation in platforms such as Google Earth Engine without requiring
access to training set statistics.

To determine the optimal number of features, we conduct a systematic sweep over feature counts
k=1,2,..., knax:

The “sweet spot” is identified as the smallest £ beyond which marginal accuracy improvements
fall below a threshold € (e.g., e = 0.005), indicating diminishing returns from additional features.

2. APPLICATION: KOCHIA DETECTION WITH SENTINEL-2 IMAGERY

Kochia (Bassia scoparia), often called summer cypress, is an annual broad leaf weed that has
become a major issue for agriculture across the Great Plains of North America [15]. It was first
brought in as an ornamental plant but has since turned into one of the most troublesome weeds in
dryland cropping systems, helped by its fast growth, very high seed production (often more than
100,000 seeds on a single plant), and a tumbling way of moving that lets whole plants roll and
spread seed over long distances [6]. The rise of herbicide resistant biotypes, with populations that
no longer respond well to glyphosate, ALS inhibitors, or synthetic auxins, has made control even
more difficult [15].
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Algorithm 3 Optimal Feature Count Selection

Require: Training data (Xain, Yiain)» test data (Xie, Yeest)» maximum features Ky,
Ensure: Optimal feature count £* and feature set $*
1: for k = 1to k.. do
SRFE — RFE(Xtraina Yitrain, k)
Skp < SelectKBest(Xwin, Yirain, k)
for S € {SRFE> S](B} do
Train SVM on (Xtrain,S ) Ytrain)
Evaluate Accq(k,S) on test set
end for
S(k) < arg maxs AcCie(k, S)
9:  Record Acc(k) < Accies(k, S(k))
10: end for
11: Identify diminishing returns: &* +— min{k : Acc(k + 1) — Acc(k) < €}
12: return k*, S(k*)

Remote detection of Kochia infestations would let growers manage fields in a more site specific
way and step in earlier, cutting herbicide use while still keeping control levels high. In practice
though, automated detection is difficult, because Kochia and the surrounding crop plants look very
similar in both form and spectral response, especially when they are still in the early growth stages.

Multi-temporal Sentinel-2 imagery was acquired over agricultural fields in Saskatchewan, Canada
for the growing seasons of 2022, 2023, and 2024. The Sentinel-2 MultiSpectral Instrument (MSI)
provides 13 spectral bands spanning visible, near-infrared, and shortwave infrared wavelengths at
spatial resolutions of 10-60 meters [4].

Ground truth labels came from field surveys, where we marked locations with confirmed Kochia
and locations with crop vegetation. The full dataset contains N = 2,318 georeferenced sample
points with binary labels: Kochia (n = 1,247, 53.8%) and Crop (n = 1,071, 46.2%). For index
construction we used bands b, through b,y and left out the shortwave infrared bands (b1, b12) so
that we focus on the visible and near infrared spectral regions where vegetation differences are
most clearly expressed.

All experiments were conducted using ndindex, an open-source Python tool for automated
spectral index discovery we developedﬂ The tool systematically generates normalized difference
polynomial indices from input spectral bands and applies multiple feature selection methods to
identify minimal index combinations achieving target classification accuracy.

The ndindex workflow runs in four steps:

(1) Index Generation: Starting from the input bands, build the polynomial feature space ®,,
by computing all normalized differences and then all products of these terms up to degree
two.

! Available at https://github.com/alilotfi90/ndindex
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(2) Dual Selection: For each desired index count £, apply both SelectKBest (filter method)
and RFE (wrapper method) in parallel.

(3) Model Comparison: Atevery k compare the test accuracy of the two approaches and keep
the one that performs better.

(4) Coefficient Export: Fold the standardization step into the learned coefficients so the final
index can be evaluated straight on raw reflectance values.

The dataset was split into a training set (70%, Ny.in = 1,622) and a test set (30%, Nesy = 696)
using stratified random sampling so the class balance stayed roughly the same in both. A fixed
random seed was used so the split can be reproduced.

The normalized difference polynomial index space was then built as in Section |1} giving 1,080
candidate indices from the 10 spectral bands:

e 45 degree 1 indices (normalized differences)
e 45 degree 2 squared indices
e 990 degree 2 product indices

Index selection was carried out for target sizes £ = 1,2,...,10, and for each k£ we kept
whichever method, SelectKBest or RFE, gave the higher test set accuracy.

2.1. Numerical Results.

2.1.1. Classification Performance. Table[I]shows how test accuracy changes as we vary the num-
ber of spectral indices. With just one polynomial index we already reach 96.26% test accuracy,
which suggests that Kochia has a very distinctive spectral signature that can be captured with a sim-
ple degree 2 polynomial in normalized differences. Adding more indices gives only small gains,
with the best accuracy of 97.70% at k = 8, an increase of only 1.44 percentage points compared
with the single index model.

Figure [1] plots test accuracy against the number of indices in the model. Across the whole
range of k the curve hardly changes, and the single index model is already within 1.5% of the best
accuracy. In practice this means that the first selected index captures almost all of the discriminative
signal, with later indices only tightening the decision boundary a little.

2.1.2. The Single-Index Kochia Classifier. The most striking result is that a single degree-2 poly-
nomial index suffices for highly accurate Kochia detection. The selected index is a product of two
normalized differences:

by — bs by — bs
b4+b5+€ % b7+b8+8
where b, is the red band (665 nm), b5 is red-edge 1 (705 nm), b7 is red-edge 3 (783 nm), and by is
the near-infrared band (842 nm). The resulting classifier takes the form:

2.2) f(b) = —3.7581 4 586.97 - ¢,(b)

with decision rule: classify as Kochia if f(b) > 0, otherwise classify as Crop.
This index is mainly sensitive to how two key spectral regions behave together. The first is
the red to red edge transition (by/bs), where variation is driven by chlorophyll absorption, and

(2.1) ¢1(b) = NDy, p, X NDy, 5, =
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TABLE 1. Classification accuracy versus number of spectral indices for Kochia

detection. The selection method achieving higher test accuracy is reported for each
k.

Method  Train Acc. Test Acc.  Gap

k

1 SelectKBest  0.9760 0.9626 0.0133
2 SelectKBest 0.9784 0.9655 0.0129
3 SelectKBest 0.9766 0.9641 0.0125
4  SelectKBest  0.9766 0.9655 0.0111
5 SelectKBest 0.9778 0.9698 0.0080
6
7
8
9

SelectKBest  0.9778 0.9698  0.0080

RFE 0.9895 0.9756  0.0139
RFE 0.9901 0.9770  0.0131
RFE 0.9895 0.9770  0.0125
10 RFE 0.9889 0.9770  0.0119

102

100

98 -

96 -

Classification Accuracy (%)

94

=@~ Test Accuracy
~& Train Accuracy
----- 85% Threshold
Minimum (k=1)
—=— Sweet Spot (k=1)

92 A

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Number of Spectral Indices

FIGURE 1. Classification accuracy as a function of the number of spectral indices.
The single-index model (k = 1) achieves 96.26% test accuracy, with diminishing
returns for additional indices. The dashed red line indicates the 85% threshold; all
models substantially exceed this baseline.
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the second is the red edge to NIR transition (b;/bs), which reflects properties of the leaf cellular
structure. Taking the product of these terms highlights pixels where both transitions at once show
the pattern that is characteristic of Kochia.

Table 2| presents the coefficients for models with £ = 1 through £ = 4 indices.

TABLE 2. Spectral indices and SVM coefficients for Kochia classifiers with £ = 1
to k = 4. Coefficients incorporate absorbed standardization for direct application
to raw reflectance values.

k Term Coefficient
1 Intercept —3.7581
NDb4,b5 X ND{,%{,8 +586.97
Intercept —4.5065

2 NDb47b5 X NDb7,bg +250.31
NDb4,bG X NDb7,bg +341.12

Intercept —4.3402
1\11:)1)471)5 X NDbg,bg +49.72
NDb4755 X NDb7,b8 +238.35
NDb4,b6 X NDb7,b8 +273.36

Intercept —4.3821
NDb4yb5 X NDbﬁ,bg +48.93
4 NDy, 4 % NDy oy, +247.11
1\11)1)47(,6 X ND[,%(,8 +254.92
NDb47b7 X NDb7,b8 +16.24

Across all fitted models we keep seeing the same thing: every chosen index is a degree 2 product
built from bands b, through bg, the red and red edge region. No degree 1 terms or simple squared
terms show up in the best sets, which hints that these multiplicative combinations of normalized
differences do a better job of separating classes than any single index or its square.

To quantify the benefit of degree-2 terms, we compared single-feature classifiers using degree-1
versus degree-2 features across multiple validation strategies (Table [3)).

Degree-2 features outperformed degree-1 in 16 of 25 folds, confirming that the discriminative
signal lies in spectral interactions rather than individual band ratios.

2.1.3. Spectral Separability. Figure[2]plots Kochia and Crop samples in the two dimensional space
defined by the two most discriminative indices. The two clouds of points sit almost on separate
lines with only a little overlap, which makes it easy for a basic linear classifier to reach high ac-
curacy. Figure [3|plots the decision boundaries for models with £ = 1,2, 3, 4 indices, all shown in
the space of the top two features. The boundaries look almost the same for every value of &, which
suggests that the first index already captures nearly all of the useful separation between the classes.
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TABLE 3. Accuracy comparison between degree-1 (normalized differences only)
and degree-2 (including products) features using a single-index classifier.

Validation Method Degree 1 (%) Degree?2 (%) Gain
Random split 92.24 96.26 +4.02
Year-held-out (3 folds) 94.15 97.12 +2.98
Spatial block (9 folds) 94.27 97.45 +3.18
Spatio-temporal (12 folds) 95.89 97.91 +2.02
Overall (25 folds) 94.95 97.58 +2.63

Spectral Feature Space: Top 2 Discriminative Indices

Kochia (train)
A Kochia (test) A
Crop (train) e
A Crop (test) A o A

ND b4 b6 ND b7 b8 prod

-1s 10 -0 0.0 05 10 15 20
ND b4 b5 ND b7 b8 prod

FIGURE 2. Spectral separability of Kochia and Crop samples in the feature space
defined by the two most discriminative polynomial indices. The near-linear arrange-
ment of points and clear class separation explain the effectiveness of linear SVM
classification.

2.1.4. Confusion Matrix Analysis. Table [] presents confusion matrices for the single-index and
four-index models. The single-index model correctly classifies 315 of 322 Kochia samples (97.8%
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k = 1 indices (Test Acc: 96.3%)

k = 2 indices (Test Acc: 96.6%)

ND b4 b6 ND b7 b8 prod

-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0
ND b4 b5 ND b7 b8 prod

k = 3 indices (Test Acc: 96.4%)

-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0
ND b4 b5 ND b7 b8 prod

k = 4 indices (Test Acc: 96.6%)

ND b4 b6 ND b7 b8 prod

15

-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 05 1.0 15 2.0
ND b4 b5 ND b7 b8 prod ND b4 b5 ND b7 b8 prod

FIGURE 3. Decision boundaries for Kochia classification with k = 1,2, 3,4 spec-
tral indices, projected onto the two most discriminative features. The consistency
of boundaries across model complexities demonstrates that additional indices refine
rather than fundamentally alter the classification geometry.

recall) and 355 of 374 Crop samples (94.9% specificity), with only 26 total misclassifications out
of 696 test samples.

In the single index model, Kochia detection reaches a precision of 94.3% (315/334) and a recall
0f 97.8% (315/322), giving an F1 score of 0.960. When we move to the four index model, precision
increases a bit to 94.9% (315/332) while recall stays the same, so the extra indices mostly help by
cutting down false positives rather than catching more missed Kochia pixels.

2.1.5. Generalization Analysis. Figure [ presents the train-test accuracy gap as a function of
model complexity. All models maintain gaps below 1.4%, well under the 2% threshold typically
indicating healthy generalization. Notably, the gap does not increase monotonically with model
complexity, suggesting that the feature selection process effectively identifies genuinely discrimi-
native indices rather than fitting to noise.
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TABLE 4. Confusion matrices for the 1-index and 4-index Kochia classifiers on the
test set (N = 696).

Predicted

Kochia  Crop
1-Index Model (Accuracy: 96.26%)

Kochia 315 7
T 355
4-Index Model (Accuracy: 96.55%)

Kochia 315 7
Actual Crop 17 357

I < 2% (Good)
2-5% (Moderate)
B > 5% (Overfitting)

Train-Test Gap (%)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Number of Spectral Indices

FIGURE 4. Train-test accuracy gap versus number of spectral indices. All models
exhibit gaps below 2% (green zone), indicating robust generalization without over-
fitting. The minimum gap occurs at £ = 5 and k = 6 (0.80%).

2.1.6. Diminishing Returns Analysis. Figure [5|shows the marginal accuracy improvement per ad-
ditional index. The first index provides the baseline accuracy of 96.26%. Subsequent additions
yield improvements ranging from —0.14% to +0.57%, with no single addition exceeding 0.6 per-

centage points. Only the transition from £ = 6 to £ = 7 exceeds the 0.5% threshold typically used
to identify meaningful improvements.

2.2. Discussion. While the numerical results presented here are specific to Kochia detection, the
framework itself could be applied to other tasks. The polynomial embedding captures spectral
interactions relevant to any vegetation discrimination problem, and the feature selection pipeline
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0.6
== 0.5% Diminishing Returns Threshold

0.5 = m e e e -

0.4 4
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Marginal Accuracy Improvement (%)

1 2 3 a 5 6 7 8 9 10
Number of Spectral Indices

FIGURE 5. Marginal improvement in test accuracy per additional spectral index.
The dashed line indicates the 0.5% diminishing returns threshold. Most improve-
ments fall below this threshold, supporting the selection of parsimonious models.

automatically detects which interactions should be given more weight for a given task. The same
workflow could be applied to crop type classification, disease detection, phenological staging, or
invasive species mapping across diverse agroecosystems.

The experimental results yield several key findings with implications for both remote sensing
methodology and practical weed detection: The most striking result is that a single second degree
polynomial index already reaches 96.26% classification accuracy. In vegetation classification this
is an unusually compact model, since studies usually rely on many features. Taken together, the
result suggests that Kochia has a very distinctive spectral signature that shows up as a specific in-
teraction within the red edge spectral regions. All selected indices across all model sizes involve
bands b, through bg, spanning the red (665 nm) to NIR (842 nm) spectral region. This concentra-
tion indicates that Kochia’s distinguishing spectral characteristics lie in the chlorophyll absorption
edge and leaf mesophyll scattering properties, rather than in visible color differences or shortwave
infrared water content signatures.

The exclusive selection of degree-2 product terms (rather than simple normalized differences
or squared terms) suggests that the discriminative signal emerges from the interaction between
spectral transitions rather than from individual band ratios. This has methodological implications:
traditional single-ratio indices like NDVI may miss discriminative information encoded in cross-
ratio products. The consistently low train-test gaps (< 1.4% for all models) demonstrate that
the polynomial index framework avoids overfitting even when selecting from a 1,080-dimensional
candidate space. The regularization provided by linear SVM combined with aggressive feature
selection yields models that transfer well from training to test data.
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To verify that the discovered index is not an artifact of the particular random split, we re-ran
the complete feature selection procedure (searching all 1,080 polynomial features) under three
alternative cross-validation strategies (Table [5). Year-held-out cross-validation—training on two
years and testing on the third—achieved a mean accuracy of 97.12% (£ 3.79%). Spatial block
cross-validation using a 3x3 grid (~4 km blocks) achieved 97.45% (£ 2.12%). Spatio-temporal
blocking—holding out one year X spatial-quadrant combination at a time—achieved 97.91% (+
3.10%) across 12 folds. Importantly, the same index (NDy, 5, X NDy, ) or its spectrally adjacent
variant (NDy, ,, x NDy, 1., with r = 0.996 correlation) was selected in 24 of 25 folds (96%), con-
firming that the feature selection identifies a stable spectral signal rather than exploiting idiosyn-
crasies of the training partition. All samples originate from a single agricultural region; validation
across geographically independent sites remains a direction for future work.

TABLE 5. Classification accuracy with full feature discovery repeated indepen-
dently for each cross-validation fold. All 1,080 polynomial features were evaluated
for each train/test partition.

Validation Method Folds Mean (%) Std (%) Min (%)

Random stratified split 1 96.26 - -

Year-held-out 3 97.12 3.79 91.76
Spatial block (3x3) 9 97.45 2.12 92.82
Spatio-temporal block 12 9791 3.10 90.26

The single-index classifier requires only:

(1) Four band values: b4, bs, b7, bg
(2) Two normalized differences
(3) One multiplication and one linear threshold

This computational simplicity enables real-time classification in Google Earth Engine or embedded
sensor systems without GPU acceleration or complex inference pipelines. Recent work by [20]
reports 99.99% accuracy for Kochia detection using hyperspectral imagery with autoencoder CNN
models. Our accuracy (96.26-97.70%) is lower, but the polynomial index approach brings other
strengths: it is easier to interpret, since the index has a clear spectral meaning, it transfers to sensors
with similar bands without needing retraining, and it is straightforward to put into practice because
it is just a single arithmetic expression rather than a large deep neural network.

2.3. Corollary Embeddings. The method of generating normalized difference polynomial in-
dices naturally yields two embeddings: one at the pixel level and the other at the vegetation-class
level. Both inherit the illumination invariance and boundedness.

Definition 2.1 (Pixel-Level Embedding). For a multispectral observation b € RY; and polynomial
degree d, we define the pixel-level embedding to be the map ¥, : RY, — RP¢ defined by:

(2.3) Uy(b) = (¢1(b), p2(b),...,¢p,(b))
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where {¢1, ..., ¢p,} enumerates all monomials of degree at most d in the normalized difference
basis {ND”LJ}Z<]

For each pixel, the embedding output is a fixed-length vector of polynomial feature values. The
vector’s dimension, denoted as D, depends on the number of bands n and the polynomial degree
d. Specifically, with m = (;‘) base normalized differences, the feature count is D; = (m;d) — 1.
For example, when d = 2, there are m linear terms, m squared terms, and (g”) cross-product terms.
Table [6| provides embedding dimensions for commonly used sensors.

TABLE 6. Pixel-level embedding dimensions for various sensor configurations.

Sensor Bands (n) Base NDs (m) D D,
Landsat OLI 7 21 21 252
Sentinel-2 (VIS-NIR) 10 45 45 1,080
Sentinel-2 (Full) 12 66 66 2,277
Hyperspectral (subset) 20 190 190 18,240

Remark. A linear classifier f(b) = wo+)_, wpdr(b) can be written as f(b) = wo+ (w, ¥4(b)).

The pixel-level embedding offers several advantages. It is illumination invariant, meaning
U,(ab) = W¥y(b) for « > 0. The features are bounded within (—1,1)"¢ and interpretable, as
each coordinate represents a specific spectral quantity. Additionally, this embedding can be trans-
ferred across sensors with compatible spectral bands.

The second embedding operates on vegetation classes rather than pixels.

Definition 2.2 (Class-Level Embedding). Let X be a vegetation class and X the background.
After applying feature selection and linear SVM to separate X from X, we obtain a discriminative
polynomial fx(b) = w(()X) + > w,(CX)gbk(b). The class-level embedding of X is the coefficient
vector:

(2.4) s (X) = (wf, 0l wf)) € RPY
with unselected features set to zero.

This embedding encodes which spectral interactions distinguish a class from other cover types.
Kochia, for instance, is embedded as a sparse vector with nonzero entries only for red-edge product
terms. Species with similar embeddings rely on similar spectral cues; species with orthogonal
embeddings are distinguished by different parts of the spectrum. One can cluster vegetation types
by coefficient similarity, or track how a species’ embedding shifts across regions or seasons to
reveal phenological effects.
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3. CONCLUSION

In this study we put together a fairly simple recipe for finding compact spectral indices using
polynomial features and automatic feature selection. We start by forming all normalized differ-
ences from the multispectral bands and then build their polynomial combinations up to some fixed
degree. This gives a search space that still respects the illumination invariance needed in remote
sensing, but is rich enough to express nonlinear spectral patterns. On top of that space, the feature
selection methods pick small sets of indices that reach the desired classification accuracy, so the
final models stay readable and practical for real use.

The Kochia case study gives a few simple messages. First, a single degree two polynomial
index already reaches 96.26% accuracy on its own. So some vegetation classification tasks can be
handled with a very compact index, as long as the features are written in a sensible way. Second, in
all of the best models the chosen indices were products of the red edge bands b, to bs. This pattern
suggests that the Kochia signal comes from how chlorophyll absorption and leaf structure change
together, which ordinary single ratio indices do not really capture. Third, the models hold up well
when we test them, because the difference between training and test accuracy is always under 1.4%
for every model size, even though the search ran over a feature space with 1,080 candidates.

The normalized difference polynomial embedding is useful beyond the particular classification
task we studied here. It acts as a fixed and easy to interpret map from spectral measurements into a
bounded vector space, so it gives a clear way to represent the data for many other types of analysis,
such as clustering, anomaly detection, and change monitoring. In our results the learned classifiers
are very sparse, usually using only one to four active dimensions. This suggests that simple low
dimensional projections may already be enough for many practical applications, which can greatly
reduce computing demands while still keeping the models interpretable.

In future work we see a few obvious next steps. A first step is to let the polynomial degree
increase past d > 2, to check whether harder classification cases reveal extra structure, even if this
blows up the size of the feature space. A second direction is to fold in spatial context, for instance
by computing neighborhood statistics or doing simple convolution style smoothing, so the indices
are less bothered by mixed pixels and sensor noise. It would also be interesting to run cross sensor
transfer studies and see how well indices learned on one platform carry over to sensors with similar
spectral properties. Finally, we can try the same framework on multi class classification and on
regression problems, for example biomass estimation or chlorophyll content prediction, to see how
far it really goes beyond binary classification.

The release of ndindex as open source software lets researchers run automated index discovery
on their own classification problems without needing much extra programming. It helps close
the gap between the clear physical meaning of classical vegetation indices and the flexibility of
modern machine learning methods, so the normalized difference polynomial framework becomes a
practical way to build transparent spectral classifiers that can actually be deployed in many different
agricultural and environmental monitoring settings.
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