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Abstract: Globally, grassland biomes form one of the largest terrestrial covers and present critical
social–ecological benefits. In Kenya, Arid and Semi-arid Lands (ASAL) occupy 80% of the landscape
and are critical for the livelihoods of millions of pastoralists. However, they have been invaded by
Invasive Plant Species (IPS) thereby compromising their ecosystem functionality. Opuntia stricta,
a well-known IPS, has invaded the ASAL in Kenya and poses a threat to pastoralism, leading to
livestock mortality and land degradation. Thus, identification and detailed estimation of its cover is
essential for drawing an effective management strategy. The study aimed at utilizing the Sentinel-2
multispectral sensor to detect Opuntia stricta in a heterogeneous ASAL in Laikipia County, using
ensemble machine learning classifiers. To illustrate the potential of Sentinel-2, the detection of
Opuntia stricta was based on only the spectral bands as well as in combination with vegetation and
topographic indices using Extreme Gradient Boost (XGBoost) and Random Forest (RF) classifiers to
detect the abundance. Study results showed that the overall accuracies of Sentinel 2 spectral bands
were 80% and 84.4%, while that of combined spectral bands, vegetation, and topographic indices
was 89.2% and 92.4% for XGBoost and RF classifiers, respectively. The inclusion of topographic
indices that enhance characterization of biological processes, and vegetation indices that minimize
the influence of soil and the effects of atmosphere, contributed by improving the accuracy of the
classification. Qualitatively, Opuntia stricta spatially was found along river banks, flood plains, and
near settlements but limited in forested areas. Our results demonstrated the potential of Sentinel-
2 multispectral sensors to effectively detect and map Opuntia stricta in a complex heterogeneous
ASAL, which can support conservation and rangeland management policies that aim to map and list
threatened areas, and conserve the biodiversity and productivity of rangeland ecosystems.

Keywords: invasive plant species; remote sensing; extreme gradient boost; random forest; spectral
indices; topographic indices

1. Introduction

Globally, grassland biomes form one of the largest covers of terrestrial ecosystems
and play a critical role ecologically, socially, and economically. Ecologically, grasslands
provide services for carbon sinks [1,2], biodiversity conservation [3], soil conservation [4,5],
and forage biomass for herbivores [6,7]. Socially, they provide a livelihood to 800 million
people [8,9] and their products contribute significantly to calories and protein consumed
globally [10]. Economically, tourism services are found in these biomes and coupled
with the livestock market, directly and indirectly, earn governments billions of dollars
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in revenue collection and the demand for such services and products is estimated to
increase by 2050 [11]. However, while there are many benefits in the conservation of
these biomes, they are faced with an increasing number of challenges, which include
droughts [12], land use and land cover change [13], land degradation due to overgrazing,
deforestation for fuelwood production [14], and the naturalization of Invasive Plant Species
(IPS) that have continuously threatened the existence of these habitats and the integrity of
these ecosystems [15].

Invasive plant species are a group of plants that naturally thrive in colonized grounds
other than their native grounds [16,17]. In the grasslands of Eastern Africa, IPS have found
their pathways through deliberate efforts aimed at conservation and the need to create
aesthetics in the landscape [18,19]. Unfortunately, the intended benefits of their introduction
have been outweighed by their adverse impacts on the ecosystems [20], which threaten
the livelihood of the pastoralist communities that rely on them [21,22]. Indeed, IPS tend
to reduce land productivity and hinder livestock mobility by occupying areas necessary
for palatable pastures [20]. Furthermore, there have been increases in livestock mortality
through the ingestion of the IPS fruits, leading to a loss of income [23]. In Kenya, Prosopis spp.
and Opuntia stricta have substantially degraded large areas of pastures and impacted the
livelihood of pastoralist communities [24–26]. For example, previous research has identified
Opuntia stricta as abundant in Laikipia [27,28], negatively affecting rangeland condition and
economic losses in excess of US$500 in 48% of household in Laikipia [28]. Due to these
challenges, Opuntia stricta has grabbed the attention of scientists and decision-makers due to
the community outcry of the IPS predicament and need to experiment control measures [29].

Opuntia stricta is classified as a Cactus genera and is one of the most invasive plant
species causing lots of disturbances in Kenya [20,29,30]. It’s a perennial shrub characterized
by its red-purple fruits, green cladodes and can attain a height of up to 3.5 metres [23,31].
Opuntia stricta is a native plant in America (North, South and Central) [32] but has recently
spread in the Kenyan rangelands. It is believed that it entered the country as an ornamental
plant with its origin traced to a small town called Dol dol in Laikipia county [33]. It then
dispersed to other parts of the country and is now believed to have naturalized in arid and
semi-arid lands (ASALs) [19,29]. Its ability to naturalize is attributed to high reproduction
through fast growth and the production of seeds that are tolerant of this harsh environment
in the ASALs.

Opuntia stricta also produce fruits that are palatable to both livestock and wild animals,
hence encouraging the dispersion through animal droppings [33,34]. Consequently, the
significance of Opuntia stricta has been a long-standing rivalry between different schools of
thought [20]. While there are some benefits of this IPS, e.g., forages, conservation of soil,
water, and some cases known to have medicinal value [35–37], Opuntia stricta remains a
threat in pastoral communities due to livestock mortality and grassland biome degradation.

Reducing the vulnerability of pastoral livelihood from Opuntia stricta requires sound
control measures. The management of IPS has employed traditional measures such as
manual or mechanical removal of the species and biological controls [38]. For instance,
biological control of Opuntia ficus-indica in South Africa and Madagascar resulted in the
reduction of its densities [39,40]. Additionally, biological control measures have been
widely observed to reduce the cost of management as a result of the minimum person-
nel requirement. In Laikipia, the biocontrol measures have been rolled out on a trial
basis with promising results of reduction in physical plant growth and products [41].
However, the long-term management of this IPS requires good knowledge of its spatial
extent [29]. Currently, this information is gathered through costly and time-consuming
field-based methods [42].

Satellite-based earth observation imagery provides a cost-effective approach to ac-
curately map IPS over large areas to inform management practices. Several studies have
identified ways to accurately map IPS from space using multispectral [43] or hyperspectral
data [44,45]. Mapping of IPS has often relied on the differentiation of spectral reflectances
against the surrounding vegetation [46] and observation of the continuous plants’ traits
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such as leaf phenology. For instance, Matongera et al. [43] focused on the spectral char-
acteristic of World-View 2 and Landsat imagery to detect bracken fern weeds an IPS in
KwaZulu-Natal, South Africa. Earlier efforts to use satellite images have either been limited
by poor spatial and spectral resolution of multispectral data or the cost, high dimensional-
ity, availability, and complex processing especially with hyperspectral data [47]. With the
spatial and spectral challenges continuously being addressed by the launch of new satellite
missions that provide data freely, only computational resources would be needed.

Recent advances in computational power and storage in addition to the use of machine
learning algorithms have provided an efficient way to detect and map the IPS. For example,
Random Forest and Extreme Gradient Boost algorithms provided high accuracy of (92%
and 88%, respectively) in the mapping of the fractional cover of Prosopis juliflora an IPS in the
Afar Region of Ethiopia using multispectral Landsat 8 data [48]. Similarly, using Sentinel-2
vegetation indices and Support Vector Machines, an accuracy of 80% was achieved while
mapping Rubus cuneifolius IPS in the KwaZulu-Natal province of South Africa [49]. The
technical developments of the new generation satellites such as Sentinel-2 with enhanced
spatial, spectral, and temporal resolution provides an opportunity to monitor the spread
and undertake detailed landscape mapping of Opuntia stricta.

Characterization of these ASAL landscapes is vital for the management of invasive
Opuntia stricta species. Additionally, knowledge gaps exist especially in overcoming
limitations of mapping and invasion science to have methodological research for IPS
detection [50]. Therefore, the main aim of this paper was to map Opuntia stricta over
a heterogeneous ASAL landscape in Laikipia county, Kenya, using ensemble machine
learning classifiers (i.e., Extreme Gradient Boost (XGBoost) and Random Forest (RF))
applied to Sentinel-2 data. The classifiers were chosen because of high classification results
and the ability to avoid overfitting. Furthermore, the classifiers will test the ability of
Sentinel-2 bands, as well as vegetation and topographic indices in accurately classifying
Opuntia stricta.

2. Materials and Methods

The study design is shown in (Figure 1) where we take a four-step process approach.
Firstly, we collect all the required data, then we pre-process the data, followed by the
training and evaluation of the model. Finally, we create the cover maps from both classifiers
and an Opuntia stricta mask from the best performing classifier.

2.1. Description of the Study Area

In Kenya, ASALs cover 89% of the land mass, and host 36% of the population. Addi-
tionally, precipitation per annum ranges between 150 mm–550 mm and 550 mm–850 mm in
arid and semi-arid zones, respectively, with temperature and evatranspiration remaining
throughout the year [51]. Laikipia is one of the 29 counties in the ASAL region of Kenya and
covers an area of about 9500 km2 [52]. The county straddles the equator and is surrounded
in the south by Mt Kenya and the Nyandarua ranges while in the north it stretches to more
arid plains. Laikipia receives an annual average precipitation of 450 mm over two main
rainy seasons, though rainfall can be erratic and varies strongly across the county. This
variability of extremely dry or wet events has partly been attributed to the degradation of the
environment [53] and is evident across the four Agro-ecological zones (upper highland-sub
humid, low highlands, upper midlands, and lower midlands). The study area, which falls
among the latter, is notable for ranching, (private and community) beef cattle, and sisal
farming due to its non-arable land [26]. It has an overall population of 518,560 [54] who
mainly rely on subsistence, rainfed agriculture, and raising livestock in a mixed farming
environment. This study will focus on community group ranches in northern Laikipia,
namely, Morupusi, Kurikuri, Mukurian, and Ilpolei (Figure 2) which is where the town
of Dol Dol is located and is known as the origin of the IPS. Additionally, the location is
where we have a nexus of private and communal conservancies which are important to
understand for the spatial distribution of Opuntia stricta and the pressures it faces.
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The pressures on the land are driven by land-use and land-tenure issues, resulting
from the colonial and post-colonial era [55]. Recently, irregular land allocation [56,57],
foreign land acquisition [58], and human–wildlife conflict [55] have led to the privatization
of the land which has led to the introduction of hard borders. While the conservancies
and private ranches focus on tourism and beef production, the community ranches are
used for pastoralism. Pastoralism in the county is practised by the Maasai nomadic
community [59] who still claim Laikipia as their ancestral grounds. Additionally, several
other pastoralist communities use land that has been abandoned by their owners [60]. The
above land adjudication issues have left the pastoralist with limited space and insecurity
of tenure, which has often resulted in conflicts and increased land degradation due to
overgrazing [58,61]. The poor management of the pastures has also contributed to the
spread of the Opuntia stricta, which now covers an estimated area of 11,500 ha in the county
and is seen as a major environmental challenge impacting the conservation and economic
development [62] of the county.

2.2. Field Data

Training and testing data to classify Opuntia stricta in Laikipia were collected using
fieldwork and satellite data. On the ground, two fieldwork campaigns were undertaken to
collect training and validation data for several land cover classes. In October 2019, GPS
points were collected for Opuntia stricta, grasslands, shrublands, and bare ground (Table 1)
while during earlier fieldwork, in 2017 and 2018, members from the Regional Center for
Mapping of Resources for Development (RCMRD) trained field staff in the region to collect
Opuntia stricta locations and provide visual estimations of densities by roughly making a
count of its bushes and describing the surrounding vegetation type such as grass, shrubs,
and trees. For this study, points denoted as moderate to dense with a high percentage
canopy cover in the open field were considered. Additional data for the forest, water
land cover classes, and clouds and shadows were collected using on-screen digitization of
Sentinel-2 data in a false-composite combination as they were visually easy to differentiate
as compared to the rest of the classes. These campaigns resulted in 628 points collected for
the training and validation of the classification (Figure 2).

Table 1. Landcover classes and sample pixel number collected for the classification.

Classes Class ID Description Samples
Training Validation

Bare ground 0 Dry exposed soils 134 18
Clouds 1 White material 2 2
Forests 2 High-density woody vegetation 41 20
Grasses 3 Open and high-density low vegetation 75 38

Opuntia stricta 4 Target cactus vegetation 144 63
Shadows 5 Black material 1 1
Shrubs 6 Low lying vegetation 77 20
Water 7 Open water 6 3

2.3. Satellite Image Analysis and Classification

In this section, we discuss the various steps we undertook in image acquisitions,
spectral characterization, and analysis, deriving the vegetation and topographic indices,
and finally the image classification and accuracy assessment.

2.3.1. Satellite Image Acquisition and Pre-Processing

We used satellite imagery from the Copernicus Sentinel-2 mission, which observes
the Earth at 10 m, 20 m, and 60 m spatial resolution and are available every 5–12 days
free of cost [63]. Since cloud cover is almost persistent in this region, we selected an
image from 16th September 2019 with a cloud cover of less than 10%. The image was
available at level 1C hence required additional processing to convert and retrieve the
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surface reflectance. Atmospheric and geometric corrections for Sentinel-2 images were
performed with Sen2Corv2.8 [64]. Next, we resampled the 20 m resolution bands to
get uniform 10 m resolution pixels using the nearest neighbour approach. Here, we
used a total of ten spectral bands ranging from the visible to the shortwave infrared
wavelengths (Table 2). Furthermore, the extraction of the study area mask was performed
for all spectral reflectance bands and data stored for further processing and analysis.
All these pre-processing operations were performed within the SNAPv7.0 software [65].
Finally, we included a 30 m resolution Digital Elevation Model (DEM) from the Shuttle
Radar Topographic Mission (SRTM) available from the United States Geological Survey
(USGS, 2020).

Table 2. Sentinel-2 spectral bands.

Band Spectral Region Spatial Resolution (m) Central Wavelength (nm)

2 Blue 10 492.4
3 Green 10 559.8
4 Red 10 664.6
5 Red edge 20 704.1
6 Red edge 20 740.5
7 Red edge 20 782.8
8 Near- infrared 10 832.8

8A Near -infrared 20 864.7
11 Shortwave Infrared 20 1613.7
12 Shortwave Infrared 20 2202.4

2.3.2. Spectral Separability

Spectral separability between Opuntia stricta and the control classes was assessed
using the Jeffries–Matusita (JM) and the Transformed Divergence (TD) methods [66–68].
This was a crucial step in testing how valuable the bands and training pixels are before
undertaking further classification analysis. The rationale of the method was due to its
ability to evaluate the probability of band pairs to separate between two classes [69].
Shapiro–Wilk normality test was carried out at 95% confidence level to determine if the
classes were normally distributed across the spectral bands. Additionally, JM and TD
calculate separability by taking an evaluation of the class spectral distances between the
mean vectors of the available pairs computed. Here (in)significant distances mean the
spectral classes are (less) more separable. These approaches have been widely used for
the evaluation of training data sets in land cover classifications [43,70,71]. The JM distance
(Equation (1)), and the TD distance (Equation (2)) apply two features, respectively, with an
output range of separability values between 0 and 2:

Jxy = 2
(

1− e−B
)1

8
(x− y)t

(
Σx + Σy

2

)−1

(x− y) +
1
2

ln


∣∣∣Σx+Σy

2

∣∣∣
|Σx|

1
2
∣∣Σy
∣∣ 1

2

 (1)

where x and y correspond to first and second spectral signature and Σx and Σy are the
covariance matrix of sample x ∧ y, respectively;

TD = 2
[

1− exp
(
−D

8

)]
1
2

tr
[
(C1 − C2)

(
C−1

1 − C−1
2

)]
+

1
2

tr
[(

C−1
1 − C−1

2

)
(µ1 − µ2)(µ1 − µ2)

T
]

(2)

where TD is the Transformed Divergence between two classes, C1 is the covariate matrix of
class 1, µ1 is the mean vector of class 1, tr is the matrix trace function, and T is the matrix
transposition function. These spectral characterization analyses were performed using
ENVI image analysis software v5.4 [72].
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2.3.3. Extracting Predictor Variables for Classification

Supervised classification requires predictor variables as input data. We used the
Sentinel-2 spectral bands (Table 2), vegetation, and topographic indices from the satellite
images to improve the model’s predictive ability to detect Opuntia stricta. Vegetation indices
that are suitable to dryland conditions [73,74], reliable for mapping vegetation [75,76], and
those that eliminate atmospheric and soil effects [77,78] were included in our analysis
(see Supplementary Table S1). To this end, we computed the Ratio Vegetation Index
(RVI) [79], Perpendicular Vegetation Index (PVI) [80], Normalized Difference Vegetation
Index (NDVI) [81], Infrared Percentage Vegetation Index (IPVI) [82], Atmospherically
Resistant Vegetation Index (ARVI) [83], and Modified Secondary Soil adjusted Vegetation
Index (MSAVI) [84]. All the computations for the vegetation indices were performed
within SNAP.

Additionally, DEM and topographic variables such as slope, aspect [85], and Terrain
Wetness Index (TWI) [86], which are known to aid improved decision making for classifica-
tion tasks, were also included [87–89]. Furthermore, these topographic variables do affect
temperature, precipitation, radiation regimes, and moisture demands attributes that indirectly
affect vegetation dynamics and microclimates [90]. QGISv3.10 was used to derive the three
topographic variables [91]. The formulas used to derive the vegetation and topographic
indices are presented in the supplementary materials (Tables S1 and S2, respectively).

2.3.4. Classification Algorithms and Accuracy Assessment

Our study employs two ensemble machine learning algorithms, XGBoost and RF,
to classify Opuntia stricta from satellite imagery. XGBoost has been used extensively
for classification tasks due to its ability to develop and weigh multiple decision trees
to enhance the overall classification performance [92]. The high prediction skill and
accuracies associated with XGBoost can be attributed to its loss function algorithm and
how it optimizes weak learners to improve model performance [48,92,93]. The iterative and
additive nature of the learning process combined with the use of a strong regularization
framework makes the models robust against overfitting [94,95]. The mathematical details
of this algorithm are found in Chens’ works [92].

The RF algorithm by Breiman [96] classifies by bootstrapping data and creating large
numbers of decision trees per bootstrap sample. Each decision tree facilitates decision
making by making use of the Classification and Regression Trees (CART) algorithm to
split nodes through the reduction in Gini Impurity. Gini impurity measures the probability
of a new random variable to be incorrectly classified if it was randomly labelled by the
distribution of the training sample. Classification of the data is achieved via bootstrap
aggregation. Additionally, we chose this approach based on the results of several recent
studies that have demonstrated high accuracy achievements especially for land cover
classification assignments [76,93,97,98]. In-depth details of RF are provided by [96] and
Strobl works [99].

To build our understanding of the value of adding the additional variables, we first
created models with just the spectral bands ((model 1.a for XGBoost and model 1.b for
RF) as well as models where we added vegetation and topographic indices to the Sentinel
spectral bands (model 2.a for and model 2.b for XGBoost and RF, respectively). Additionally,
we analyzed the performance of the models to evaluate the value of adding in these layers.

To ensure we achieved high classification accuracies and avoid model overfitting, we
optimized the models by undertaking hyperparameter tuning. The review of literature
has shown that numerous approaches exist for hyperparameter tuning [100,101] and do
contribute to overall accuracy. For example, Abdi [93] observed an increase in an overall
accuracy of 15% in land cover classification while using optimized machine learning. In
this study, we used the random search method owing to its ability to perform a com-
prehensive search and also to ensure that the parameter value search is comparable to
other studies [101]. We chose five parameters (Table 3), three for XGBoost and two for RF.
The search for the optimum parameters was computed using k-fold cross-validation. In
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this exercise, hyperparameter tuning was done by using sci-kit-learn’s [102] grid search
function implemented in the Python programming language.

Table 3. Classification hyper-parameters used for XGB and RF algorithm.

Model Hyper-Parameter Value Definition

XGB
max_depth = 3,

learning_rate = 0.1,
n_estimators = 100

maximum depth of a tree to which changes
makes the model complex

learning rate step size shrinkage used in the
updates hence preventing the overfitting

maximum number of iterations to the training

RF
max_depth = 5,

n_estimators = 500
maximum number of levels for each decision tree

tree numbers in the forest

Finally, we evaluated the ability of the two ensemble machine learning algorithms to
discriminate Opuntia stricta from other control classes. The accuracy of our classification
models was assessed by utilizing the absence and presence model which looks at an error
matrix that cross tabulates the absence and predicted patterns versus the observed [103,104].
We generated confusion matrices to compare the true and assigned classes by obtaining the
Overall Accuracy (OA), as well as the User Accuracy (UA), Producer Accuracy(PA) [105]
and the Kappa coefficient. UA essentially inform us how often a classes on the map
will actually be present on the ground, whereas PA gives the probability of a classified
class in map being classified as such on the ground. Additionally, due to conceptual
issues regarding the Kappa coefficient [106], we computed two additional measures of
disagreement between maps, Quantity Disagreement (QD) and Allocation Disagreement
(AD) [107]. QD is a measure of the difference in the proportions between the true and
predicted classes, while AD measures the difference in the spatial allocations of the actual
and predicted land cover classes.

3. Results
3.1. Analysis of Spectral Separability of Opuntia Stricta and Other Control Classes

The spectral profiles for the various classes are presented in Figure 3. Water, bare
ground, and forests show potentially distinct spectral characteristics across the spectral
wavelength. However, Opuntia stricta and shrubs classes are visually close and they give
a broadly similar shape across the spectral wavelength and a new observation is made
between grasses and bare grounds.
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Results of the Shapiro-Wilk normality test are reported in the supplementary material
(Table S3) and the values for JM and TD are found below and above the diagonal, respec-
tively (Table 4). It can be noted that all classes have values greater than 1.27 and 1.59 for
JM and TD, respectively, which indicates a good potential for accurate classification. The
highest separation was achieved between bare grounds and forests as well as between
grasses and forests (1.99 and 2.00 for JM and TD, respectively). Similarly, we also found
the weakest separation to be between Opuntia stricta and shrubs, as well as between bare
grounds and grasses, with values of JM equal to 1.27 and 1.49 while TD values were 1.59
and 1.68, respectively. Finally, our normality test indicates that many of the time, the
p-value was not less than the significant level of 0.05 which indicate that the land cover
classes confirm and follow a normal distribution across the Sentinel-2 spectral bands. The
exceptions are bare ground, Opuntia stricta and shrubs across NIR, RedEdge1 and Red with
p < 0.05.

Table 4. Separable degree of Jeffries–Matusita (JM: bottom left diagonal) and transformed divergence
(TD: upper right diagonal) between Opuntia stricta and other control classes based on Sentinel-2
imagery band.

Opuntia
stricta Shrubs Grasses Bare

Grounds Forests Water

Opuntia stricta - 1.59 1.83 1.99 1.99 2.00
Shrubs 1.27 - 1.89 1.99 1.99 2.00
Grasses 1.66 1.83 - 1.68 2.00 2.00

Bare grounds 1.92 1.95 1.49 - 2.00 2.00
Forests 1.92 1.94 1.99 1.99 - 2.00
Water 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 -

3.2. Image Classification

The outputs of both classification algorithms (i.e., model 1.a and model 1.b are XGBoost
and RF, respectively) with only the Sentinel reflectance bands as input whereas model 2.a
and model 2.b are XGBoost and RF, respectively, with vegetation and topographic indices
added to the Sentinel-2 reflectance bands and are presented in (Figures 4 and 5). Here,
we show that grass and shrubs are the dominant covers, while Opuntia stricta, forest, bare
ground, and water are less abundant. Grass cover in Figure 4 panels A and B is found
mainly to the south, central, and minimal towards the north. Shrubs are found towards
the north, central with small patches towards the south of the study area. Additionally,
we see a lot of variability in Opuntia stricta presence, an indication of co-occurrence of
classes. Figure 4 panel A shows the presence of Opuntia stricta towards the north with
the south having remnants in patches while Figure 4 panel B shows a co-occurrence of
Opuntia stricta with other classes such as grasses and shrubs. Similarly, model 2 results
presented in Figure 5 panels A and B portray the spatial spread of Opuntia stricta towards
the central area of the map and along the river channels. Shrubs are found more towards
the central and north, while the grass is found towards the central and south of the map.
The forest cover looks spatially unchanged which may be a result of the good separation
between itself and other land cover classes, shown in the JM and TD analysis. An overlay
of the land tenure boundaries qualitatively shows that Opuntia stricta is present in all the
localities with community ranches widely affected. An assessment of the accuracy presents
a measure of the models and the variables A and B performance.
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Figure 5. Maps showing the classification results of model 2.a and model 2.b are XGBoost and RF, respectively, with
vegetation and topographic indices added to the Sentinel-2 reflectance bands, panel (A,B), respectively. The boundaries
present the different land tenures present within the study area.
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The overall classification performance of the algorithms based on the predictor vari-
ables is given in Tables 5–8. Our results show varied OA levels for both classification
algorithms with RF outcompeting XGBoost. Interestingly, model 2 did improve the OA,
kappa and reduced the QD and AD for both models. RF achieved an OA of 84.4% and
92.4% for models 1.b and 2.b, respectively, compared to XGBoost 80% and 89.2% for models
1.a and 2.a, indicating an OA increase of 8% and 9% for RF and XGBoost, respectively.
These results are reflected as well by the kappa with an improvement of 0.1 and 0.09 for
XGBoost and RF, respectively.

Table 5. Confusion matrix for model 1.a user’s and producer accuracy. The overall weighted accuracy is 0.80 ± 0.038.

Land Cover Bare
Ground Cloud Forest Grass Opuntia Shadows Shrubs Water User

Accuracy

Classification
Data

Bare 24 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 88.89%
Cloud 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.00%
Forest 0 0 23 0 1 0 2 0 88.46%
Grass 1 0 0 33 9 0 6 0 67.35%

Opuntia 0 0 0 2 35 0 3 0 87.50%
Shadows 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 100.00%
Shrubs 1 0 2 0 28 0 31 4 46.97%
Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 100.00%

Weights 27 45 26 49 40 29 66 32
Producer
Accuracy 92.31% 100.00% 92.00% 86.84% 47.95% 100.00% 73.81% 88.89%

Overall Accuracy 0.802
Allocation Disaggrement 0.079
Quantity Disaggrement 0.117

Kappa 0.77

Table 6. Confusion matrix for model 2.a user’s and producer accuracy. The overall weighted accuracy is 0.89 ± 0.031.

Reference Data

Land Cover Bare
Ground Cloud Forest Grass Opuntia Shadows Shrubs Water User

Accuracy

Classification
Data

Bare 23 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 92.00%
Cloud 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.00%
Forest 0 0 20 0 1 0 0 0 95.24%
Grass 3 0 0 34 11 0 6 0 62.96%

Opuntia 0 0 1 2 57 0 0 0 95.00%
Shadows 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 100.00%
Shrubs 0 0 4 0 4 0 36 0 81.82%
Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 100.00%

Weights 25 45 21 54 60 29 44 36
Producer
Accuracy 88.46% 100.00% 80.00% 89.47% 78.08% 100.00% 85.71% 100.00%

Overall Accuracy 0.891
Allocation Disaggrement 0.050
Quantity Disaggrement 0.057

+Kappa 0.87
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Table 7. Confusion matrix for model 1.b user’s and producer accuracy. The overall weighted accuracy is 0.84 ± 0.036.

Reference Data

Land Covers Bare
ground Cloud Forest Grass Opuntia Shadows Shrubs Water User

Accuracy

Classification
Data

Bareground 26 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 83.87%
Cloud 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.00%
Forest 0 0 21 0 0 0 3 0 87.50%
Grass 0 0 0 30 6 0 6 0 71.43%

Opuntia 0 0 0 1 48 0 3 0 92.31%
Shadows 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 100.00%
Shrubs 0 0 4 2 19 0 30 0 54.55%
Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 100.00%

Weights 31 45 24 42 52 29 55 36
Producer
Accuracy 100.00% 100.00% 84.00% 78.95% 65.75% 100.00% 71.43% 100.00%

Overall Accuracy 0.843
Allocation Disaggrement 0.085
Quantity Disaggrement 0.070

Kappa 0.82

Table 8. Confusion matrix for model 2.b user’s and producer accuracy. The overall weighted accuracy is 0.92 ± 0.027.

Reference Data

Land Cover Bare
ground Cloud Forest Grass Opuntia Shadows Shrubs Water User

Accuracy

Classification
Data

Bare 25 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 86.21%
Cloud 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.00%
Forest 0 0 23 0 0 0 1 0 95.83%
Grass 1 0 0 34 9 0 3 0 72.34%

Opuntia 0 0 1 0 60 0 0 0 98.36%
Shadows 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 0 100.00%
Shrubs 0 0 1 0 4 0 38 0 88.37%
Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 100.00%

Weights 29 45 24 47 61 29 43 36
Producer
Accuracy 96.15% 100.00% 92.00% 89.47% 82.19% 100.00% 90.48% 100.00%

Overall Accuracy 0.923
Allocation Disaggrement 0.035
Quantity Disaggrement 0.041

Kappa 0.91

Tables 6 and 8 also gives insight into the contribution of the predictor variables to
the classification accuracies. Model 2.b showed improvement in PA and UA scores for
the target Opuntia stricta of 34.24% and 6.05%, respectively, compared to model 1.b. For
the other classes, such as forest, grass, shrubs, and bare ground, the PA increased by
approximately, 8%, 11%, 17%, and 2.3% while the UA increased by 8%, 1%, and 41%,
respectively. Model 2.a presented mixed results with gains and losses in both PA and UA.
Despite the mixed results in PA and UA for model 1, model 2 improved the classification
results with both models.

The classification accuracy results of Opuntia stricta improved when using model 2 for
both classifiers. Our results (Tables 6 and 8) show that Opuntia stricta was better classified
from the users’ perspective as compared to the producers’ viewpoint by reaching 98%
and 95% for model 2.b and model 2.a, respectively. Additionally, Figure 6 presents the
disagreement levels between the two classifiers for models 1 and 2. Firstly, models 1.a
and 1.b had the largest overestimation on average by 11.7% and 7% for model 1 and 2,
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respectively, which is consistent with our previous result on OA though in reverse since
these metrics estimates disagreements between the reference and classified values. Our
results show that the use of model 2 substantially reduces the overestimation by 6% and
2.9%, respectively. Model 1.a had the largest QD of all the models. Secondly, our results
show that the use of model 2 had the lowest AD with the total disagreement of 7.6%
and 10.7% for XGBoost and RF, respectively. Overall, using model 2.b yields the best
performance as compared to the rest of the models based on total disagreement though
significantly low changes in errors for the same.
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Figure 6. Shows the average allocation and quantity disagreements for each model based on the two
algorithms. The summation of allocation and quantity disagreements is equal to total disagreement
of the models.

Finally, feature importance results are presented in the Supplementary Materials
(Figure S1) and varied depending on the model. On one hand, model 2.a feature importance
ranked the raw DEM, SWIR1, and slope as the top most important predictor variables
with PVI, NDVI, and RVI as the least important for the model. On the other hand, the
topographic indices (TWI, Aspect and slope) were the most important predictor variables
with red and green bands being the least important for model 2.b. Overall, our results
show that topographic indices as compared to other indices largely contributed to the
performance of the classifiers for the two models.

4. Discussion

Dynamic changes in land cover and poor rangeland management present an oppor-
tunity for IPS to spread and have a negative impact on range ecology [108], especially on
pastoral lands in the Kenya ASALs. In this study, we have applied two ensemble classifiers
to detect and map Opuntia stricta, an IPS present in a heterogeneous arid and semi-arid
county in Kenya. Our results show that the use of Sentinel 2 spectral bands, vegetation,
and topographic indices can characterize heterogeneous ASALs. Here, we first discuss
the suitability of the Sentinel-2 spectral bands to map Opuntia stricta. Then, we discuss
the spatial occurrence of the target class and the control classes while identifying some
conceivable ecological implications. Finally, we discuss the accuracy and suitability of the
Sentinel-2 data in an upscaled context.

4.1. Model Evaluation and Spatial Coverage

In the spectral separability (Figure 3) analysis we provided a qualitative assessment of
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the suitability of Sentinel-2 spectral bands to perform classification in these arid environ-
ments with abundant Opuntia stricta and Figure 6 indicates the spatial occurrence of Opuntia
stricta. The separability between classes (Table 4) ranged from 1.29–2.0, with the lowest
separability between Opuntia stricta and shrubs and grasses vs bare ground. Separating
species and plant functional types indicates a much finer margin of spectral separation than
for broader land cover types such as vegetation vs ground. This indicates that providing
separability of similar plant functional types calls for the acceptance of a lower threshold as
with the case of Bogan et al. [109]. Chemura and Mutanga [70], and Matongera et al. [43]
have also shown that a 1.0 threshold is feasible for the separability analysis.

Spatial coverage of Opuntia stricta (Figures 5–7) underscores the ability of Sentinel-2
spectral bands to capture known spatial locations of the IPS, namely in small patches along
rivers and settlements as stated in [23,33]. In both these studies, Opuntia stricta is reported
to have invaded areas near and along rivers, dwellings, and hills which is attributed to
the species’ seed dispersal mechanism by water, livestock, and wildlife animals [24,30].
Additionally, high land degradation within the community land has contributed to the
high invasiveness of Opuntia stricta within community conservancies as compared to the
private ones which are consistent with previous findings in Laikipia and Samburu [27].

The evaluations of the two classification algorithms in mapping Opuntia stricta and
the control classes were assessed through absence and presence models and disagreement
measures. Our results show that the OA ranged between 80–92% (Tables 5–8) for both
classifiers and considering model 1 and 2. Our ability to successfully map Opuntia stricta
had high overall accuracy for both classifiers which mirrors similar results recorded in
previous studies where Mudereri et al. [78] achieved an OA of 87% while mapping an inva-
sive Striga weed and those of, Matongera et al. [43] who achieved OA of 80% for detecting
invasive Bracken fern weed. Both studies are based on comparable sensors (i.e., Sentinel-2
and Landsat-8 images, respectively) though in different ecosystems. Similarly, a recent
study has shown that our results are comparable to results obtained through the species
distribution model in which Ouko et al. [27] achieved an equally high OA of 97% while
modelling invasive Acacia reficiens and Opuntia stricta in comparable ecosystems in Laikipia
and Samburu counties.

Our analysis of disagreement measures revealed that total disagreement was high
(Figure 6) when looking at model 1 as compared to model 2. This result is not surprising as
both the QD and AD denoted substantial differences in category totals which we attribute
to low weights (Tables 5 and 6) and the spatial allocation. However, model 2 lessens these
levels of disagreements (Figure 6, Tables 7 and 8), which matches the improvements seen
in overall accuracy.

Incorporating vegetation and topographic indices improved the classification accu-
racies, signaling better separation of the forest, grasses, Opuntia stricta, and shrubs and
minimizing disagreements. Since the increase in OA happened in both models (XGBoost
and RF) signify the general importance of the indices in the classification. This result con-
firms previous studies that have shown that the addition of indices to the spectral bands
results in classification improvements [89]. For example, Matongera et al. [43] achieved
a 19.94% improvement in classification accuracy after the addition of vegetation indices;
Mudereri et al. [78] had a 1% improvement in detection of Striga weed; while Hurskainen
et al. [88] achieved an increase of 16.5 percentage points after the addition of auxiliary
features which included vegetation and topographic indices in a heterogeneous savanna
landscape landcover classification. Reasons for this improvement may be attributed to
indices’ ability to reduce the influence of soil and atmospheric reflectance in arid and semi-
vegetated environments. Similarly, ensemble machine learning algorithms have the ability
to inherently combine and learn from multiple variables (i.e., vegetation and topographic
indices) as compared to classical classifiers. However, our results contradict the findings of
Shoko and Mutanga [110] who achieved the highest OA by using Sentinel-2 spectral bands
which they attributed to the optimum positioning of the spectral bands.
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4.2. Policy Implication, Limitation and Future Research

Our study can support policy decisions related to the control and management of Opuntia
stricta in the ASALs. Our results have shown that riverine plains are heavily invaded thus
restricting access to the ‘last resort’ forages and water, often relied upon by pastoralists
during drought conditions. Additionally, the growth of Opuntia stricta in these areas results
in more seed dispersal by water [23,33,62]. The continued land degradation [19,33] and
the introduction of hard borders and fences [55,58] have led to competition for forage
and water which can lead to conflicts [61]. This study informs pastoral management on
(a) the restrictions of movement of their livestock in search for palatable pastures and
(b) the possibility of encountering large abundances of Opuntia stricta in a specific region.
Specifically, our study informs and contributes to policy [111] through the mapping and
listing of threatened areas, research and development of invasive species as stipulated in the
Kenya National Wildlife Strategy 2030 [112], addition of information to the already existing
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rangeland monitoring web-based system to aid in the interpretation of the greenness
metrics [113] and guides the application of control measures such as bio-control [114].

Our study identified limitations that are relevant for improved detection of Opuntia
stricta. Firstly, our analysis was based on a relatively small sample that limits the detection
to a localized small region. Changes in soil composition, management practices, and
climate may alter the growth development of the IPS. Secondly, we found the target
cover also grows under large canopies of riverine woody cover, hence these might not be
captured by our method. Lastly, it is our understanding that a single pixel could represent
a mixture of multiple end members hence we might not have captured all the variability
that might exist in a single pixel. It is our considered view that future research addresses
these identified limitations.

Future research could incorporate temporal aspects of plant phenology into the classi-
fication. This may be important as (a) flowering of plants may change spectral signatures
seasonally, (b) the seasonal rain and dry periods will change the vegetation indices of grass
and shrubby plants, and (c) livestock may graze or overgraze a location changing the vege-
tation mass and resulting spectral signatures. Furthermore, the application of an integrated
(i.e., decision tree and mixed pixel decomposition) classification method using 3D terrain
to improve the training data separability would be an interesting future contribution to
the IPS detection. Finally, image processing techniques such as SAR polarimetry [115]
enhance the mapping of Opuntia stricta especially in tropical regions that face cloud cover
challenges limiting optical satellite use.

5. Conclusions

Our study sought to examine the ability of Sentinel-2 spectral and spatial properties
to detect Opuntia stricta based on ensemble machine learning classifiers. This was the first
time that Opuntia stricta mapping has been conducted based on satellite observations hence
providing novel insights into its classification especially in heterogeneous ASALs. We
also showed that spectral and topographic indices can meaningfully improve detection
of Opuntia stricta and overall characterize complex heterogeneous ASALs with very good
overall accuracies and Kappa, i.e., 89%, 92% and 0.87, 0.91 for XGBoost and RF classifiers,
respectively. Comparison of accuracies of the ensemble machine learning classifiers signi-
fies their ability to detect Opuntia stricta and other control classes. We demonstrated that
incorporating spectra with topographical indices improved the overall accuracy. Finally,
our work contributes to conservation and rangeland management policies that aim to map
and list threatened areas, and conserve the biodiversity and productivity of rangeland
ecosystem system.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https://www.mdpi.com/article/10
.3390/rs13081494/s1, Table S1: vegetation indices, Table S2: topographic indices, Table S3: results of
the Shapiro-Wilk normality test, Figure S1: feature importance analysis.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, J.M.M.; methodology, J.M.M.; software, J.M.M., E.E.S.
and Z.-F.Y.; validation, J.M.M. and E.O.; formal analysis, J.M.M.; investigation, J.M.M.; writing—
original draft preparation, J.M.M.; writing—review and editing, J.M.M., P.R. and A.S.A.; visualization,
J.M.M.; supervision, P.R. and A.S.A. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the NERC Science for Humanitarian Emergencies and
Resilience Studentship Cohort (SHEAR SSC) grant number: NE/R007799/1, and the SHEAR ForPAc
project grant number: NE/P000673/1.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Data to this article can be found online at https://doi.org/10.25377
/sussex.14332718 (accessed on 10 March 2021).

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/rs13081494/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/rs13081494/s1
https://doi.org/10.25377/sussex.14332718
https://doi.org/10.25377/sussex.14332718


Remote Sens. 2021, 13, 1494 17 of 21

Acknowledgments: Our appreciation to the Regional Centre for Mapping of Resources for Develop-
ment for providing the validation data. We are also grateful to Margaret Wambua for guidance during
the data collection. Furthermore, we thank the two anonymous reviewers for their constructive
comments on this paper.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Hungate, B.A.; Barbier, E.B.; Ando, A.W.; Marks, S.P.; Reich, P.B.; van Gestel, N.; Cardinale, B.J. The economic value of grassland

species for carbon storage. Sci. Adv. 2017, 3, e1601880. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Dass, P.; Houlton, B.Z.; Wang, Y.; Warlind, D. Grasslands may be more reliable carbon sinks than forests in California. Environ.

Res. Lett. 2018, 13, 074027. [CrossRef]
3. Huguenin-Elie, O.; Delaby, L.; Klumpp, K. The Role of Grasslands in Biogeochemical Cycles and Biodiversity Conservation. 2018,

pp. 3–29. Available online: https://shop.bdspublishing.com/checkout/Store/bds/Detail/Product/3-190-9781786762009-001
(accessed on 16 January 2020).

4. Wu, G.; Liu, Y.; Cui, Z.; Liu, Y.; Shi, Z.; Yin, R.; Kardol, P. Trade-off between vegetation type, soil erosion control and surface water
in global semi-arid regions: A meta-analysis. J. Appl. Ecol. 2020, 57, 875–885. [CrossRef]

5. Liu, Y.F.; Liu, Y.; Shi, Z.H.; López-Vicente, M.; Wu, G.L. Effectiveness of re-vegetated forest and grassland on soil erosion control
in the semi-arid Loess Plateau. Catena 2020, 195, 104787. [CrossRef]

6. Phelps, L.N.; Kaplan, J.O. Land use for animal production in global change studies: Defining and characterizing a framework.
Glob. Chang. Biol. 2017, 23, 4457–4471. [CrossRef]

7. Ludwig, L.; Isele, J.; Rahmann, G.; Idel, A.; Hülsebusch, C. A pilot study into biomass yield and composition under increased
stocking rates and increased stocking densities on a Namibian organic beef cattle and sheep farm. Org. Agric. 2019, 9, 249–261.
[CrossRef]

8. Suttie, J.M.; Reynolds, S.G.; Batello, C. Grasslands of the World; Plant Production and Protection Series; Food & Agriculture
Organization: Rome, Italy, 2005; Volume 34.

9. Panunzi, E. Are Grasslands under Threat? Brief Analysis of FAO Statistical Data on Pasture and Fodder Crops; Rome UN Food Agric
Organisation: Rome, Italy, 2008.

10. FAO. Nutrition and Livestock–Technical Guidance to Harness the Potential of Livestock for Improved Nutrition of Vulnerable Populations in
Programme Planning; FAO: Rome, Italy, 2020.

11. Alexandratos, N.; Bruinsma, J. World Agriculture towards 2030/2050: The 2012 Revision; FAO: Rome, Italy, 2012.
12. Nicholson, S.E. A detailed look at the recent drought situation in the Greater Horn of Africa. J. Arid Environ. 2014, 103, 71–79.

Available online: https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140196313002322 (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]
13. Njoka, J.T.; Yanda, P.; Maganga, F.; Liwenga, E.; Kateka, A.; Henku, A.; Mabhuye, E.; Malik, N.; Bavo, C. Kenya: Country Situation

Assessment. Pathways to Resilience in Semi-arid Economies (PRISE); UoN: Nairobi, Kenya, 2016.
14. Mganga, K.Z.; Musimba, N.K.R.; Nyariki, D.M. Combining Sustainable Land Management Technologies to Combat Land

Degradation and Improve Rural Livelihoods in Semi-arid Lands in Kenya. Environ. Manag. 2015, 56, 1538–1548. Available online:
http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s00267-015-0579-9 (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

15. Witt, A. Guide to the Naturalized and Invasive Plants of Laikipia [Internet]; Witt, A., Ed.; CABI: Wallingford, UK, 2017; Available
online: http://www.cabi.org/cabebooks/ebook/20173158960 (accessed on 10 March 2021).

16. Shiferaw, H.; Teketay, D.; Nemomissa, S.; Assefa, F. Some biological characteristics that foster the invasion of Prosopis juliflora
(Sw.) DC at Middle Awash Rift Valley Area, north-eastern Ethiopia. J. Arid Environ. 2004, 58, 135–154. Available online:
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140196303001460 (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

17. Kimothi, M.M.; Dasari, A. Methodology to map the spread of an invasive plant (Lantana camara L.) in forest ecosystems using
Indian remote sensing satellite data. Int. J. Remote Sens. 2010, 31, 3273–3289. [CrossRef]

18. Kaur, R.; Gonzáles, W.L.; Llambi, L.D.; Soriano, P.J.; Callaway, R.M.; Rout, M.E.; Gallaher, T.J. Community Impacts of Prosopis
juliflora Invasion: Biogeographic and Congeneric Comparisons. PLoS ONE 2012, 7, e44966. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Githae, E. Status of Opuntia invasions in the arid and semi-arid lands of Kenya. CAB Rev. Perspect. Agric. Vet. Sci. Nutr. Nat.
Resour. 2018, 13, 1–7. Available online: http://www.cabi.org/cabreviews/review/20183117948 (accessed on 10 March 2021).

20. Witt, A.; Beale, T.; van Wilgen, B.W. An assessment of the distribution and potential ecological impacts of invasive alien plant
species in eastern Africa. Trans. R. Soc. S. Afr. 2018, 73, 217–236. [CrossRef]

21. Andreas, J.; Buono, N.; Di Lello, S.; Gomarasca, M.; Heine, C.; Mason, S.; Nori, M.; Saavedra, K.V.T.R.; Jenet, A.; Buono, N.; et al.
The Path to Greener Pastures: Pastoralism, the Backbone of the World’s Drylands; Vétérinaires Sans Frontières International: Brussels,
Belgium, 2016.

22. Schoof, N.; Luick, R. Pastures and pastoralism. In Ecology; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 2018; Available online:
http://oxfordbibliographiesonline.com/view/document/obo-9780199830060/obo-9780199830060-0207.xml (accessed on 10
March 2021).

23. Shackleton, R.T.; Witt, A.B.R.; Aool, W.; Pratt, C.F. Distribution of the invasive alien weed, Lantana camara, and its ecological and
livelihood impacts in eastern Africa. Afr. J. Range Forage Sci. 2017, 34, 1–11. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1601880
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28435876
http://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/aacb39
https://shop.bdspublishing.com/checkout/Store/bds/Detail/Product/3-190-9781786762009-001
http://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.13597
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2020.104787
http://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13732
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13165-018-0214-1
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140196313002322
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2013.12.003
http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s00267-015-0579-9
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-015-0579-9
http://www.cabi.org/cabebooks/ebook/20173158960
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140196303001460
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2003.08.011
http://doi.org/10.1080/01431160903121126
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0044966
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22984595
http://www.cabi.org/cabreviews/review/20183117948
http://doi.org/10.1080/0035919X.2018.1529003
http://oxfordbibliographiesonline.com/view/document/obo-9780199830060/obo-9780199830060-0207.xml
http://doi.org/10.2989/10220119.2017.1301551


Remote Sens. 2021, 13, 1494 18 of 21

24. Muturi, G.M.; Poorter, L.; Mohren, G.M.J.; Kigomo, B.N. Ecological impact of Prosopis species invasion in Turkwel riverine
forest, Kenya. J. Arid Environ. 2013, 92, 89–97. Available online: http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140196313000153
(accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

25. Bekele, K.; Haji, J.; Legesse, B.; Schaffner, U. Economic impacts of Prosopis spp. invasions on dryland ecosystem services
in Ethiopia and Kenya: Evidence from choice experimental data. J. Arid Environ. 2018, 158, 9–18. Available online: https:
//linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140196318304245 (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

26. Laikipia County Government. Laikipia County Statistical Abstract 2019 Laikipia. 2019. Available online: https://laikipia.go.ke
(accessed on 29 April 2020).

27. Ouko, E.; Omondi, S.; Mugo, R.; Wahome, A.; Kasera, K.; Nkurunziza, E.; Wambua, M. Modeling Invasive Plant Species in
Kenya’s Northern Rangelands. Front. Environ. Sci. 2020, 8, 69. [CrossRef]

28. Shackleton, R.T.; Witt, A.B.R.R.; Piroris, F.M.; van Wilgen, B.W. Distribution and socio-ecological impacts of the invasive alien
cactus Opuntia stricta in eastern Africa. Biol. Invasions 2017, 19, 2427–2441. [CrossRef]

29. Witt, A.B.R.R.; Kiambi, S.; Beale, T.; Van Wilgen, B.W. A preliminary assessment of the extent and potential impacts of alien plant
invasions in the Serengeti-Mara ecosystem, East Africa. Koedoe 2017, 59, 1–16. [CrossRef]

30. CABI. Invasive Species Compendium 2019 [cited 6 April 2020]. Available online: https://www.cabi.org/isc/datasheet/37728
(accessed on 6 April 2020).

31. Feugang, J.M.; Konarski, P.; Zou, D.; Stintzing, F.C.; Zou, C. Nutritional and medicinal use of Cactus pear (Opuntia spp.) cladodes
and fruits. Front. Biosci. 2006, 11, 2574–2589. [CrossRef]

32. Novoa, A.; Le Roux, J.J.; Robertson, M.P.; Wilson, J.R.U.; Richardson, D.M. Introduced and invasive cactus species: A global
review. AoB Plants 2015, 7. [CrossRef]

33. Strum, S.C.; Stirling, G.; Mutunga, S.K. The perfect storm: Land use change promotes Opuntia stricta’s invasion of pastoral
rangelands in Kenya. J. Arid Environ. 2015, 118, 37–47. Available online: https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140196
315000452 (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

34. Padrón, B.; Nogales, M.; Traveset, A.; Vilà, M.; Martínez-Abraín, A.; Padilla, D.P.; Marrero, P. Integration of invasive Opuntia spp.
by native and alien seed dispersers in the Mediterranean area and the Canary Islands. Biol. Invasions 2011, 13, 831–844. [CrossRef]

35. Nefzaoui, A.; Inglese, P.; Belay, T. Improved utilization of cactus pear for food, feed, soil and water conservation and other
products in Africa. In Proceedings of the International Workshop, Mekelle, Ethiopia, 19–21 October 2010.

36. Kunyanga, C.N.; Vellingiri, V.; Imungi, K.J. Nutritional quality, phytochemical composition and health protective effects of an
under-utilized prickly cactus fruit (Opuntia stricta Haw) collected from Kenya. Afr. J. Food Agric. Nutr. Dev. 2014, 14, 9561–9577.

37. Maema, L.P.; Potgieter, M.; Mahlo, S.M. Invasive alien plant species used for the treatment of various diseases in Limpopo
Province, South Africa. Afr. J. Tradit. Complement. Altern. Med. 2016, 13, 223–231. Available online: http://journals.sfu.ca/
africanem/index.php/ajtcam/article/view/4039/pdf (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

38. Shackleton, R.T.; Shackleton, C.M.; Kull, C.A. The role of invasive alien species in shaping local livelihoods and human well-being:
A review. J. Environ. Manag. 2019, 229, 145–157. [CrossRef]

39. Beinart, W.; Wotshela, L. Prickly pear in the Eastern Cape since the 1950s-perspectives from interviews. Kronos J. Cape Hist.
2003, 28, 191–209.

40. Beinart, W. Prickly Pear: A Social History of a Plant in the Eastern Cape; NYU Press: New York, NY, USA, 2011.
41. Witt, A.B.R.; Nunda, W.; Makale, F.; Reynolds, K. A preliminary analysis of the costs and benefits of the biological control agent

Dactylopius opuntiae on Opuntia stricta in Laikipia County, Kenya. BioControl 2020, 65, 515–523. [CrossRef]
42. Ismail, R.; Mutanga, O.; Peerbhay, K. The identification and remote detection of alien invasive plants in commercial forests: An

Overview. S. Afr. J. Geomat. 2016, 5, 49. Available online: http://www.ajol.info/index.php/sajg/article/view/131503 (accessed
on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

43. Matongera, T.N.; Mutanga, O.; Dube, T.; Sibanda, M. Detection and mapping the spatial distribution of bracken fern weeds
using the Landsat 8 OLI new generation sensor. Int. J. Appl. Earth Obs. Geoinf. 2017, 57, 93–103. Available online: https:
//linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0303243416302045 (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

44. Pu, R. Detecting and Mapping Invasive Plant Species by Using Hyperspectral Data. Hyperspectr. Remote Sens. Veg. 2016, 447.
[CrossRef]

45. Skowronek, S.; Ewald, M.; Isermann, M.; Van De Kerchove, R.; Lenoir, J.; Aerts, R.; Feilhauer, H. Mapping an invasive bryophyte
species using hyperspectral remote sensing data. Biol. Invasions 2017, 19, 239–254. [CrossRef]

46. Joshi, C.M.; Skidmore, A.K.; van Andel, J.; de Leeuw, J.; van Duren, I.C. Mapping Cryptic Invaders and Invasibility of Tropical
Forest Ecosystems: Chromolaena odorata in Nepal. Ph.D. Thesis, Wageningen University, Wageningen, The Netherlands, May 2006.

47. Goetz, A.F.H. Three decades of hyperspectral remote sensing of the Earth: A personal view. Remote Sens. Environ.
2009, 113, S5–S16. Available online: https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S003442570900073X (accessed on 10 March 2021).
[CrossRef]

48. Shiferaw, H.; Bewket, W.; Eckert, S. Performances of machine learning algorithms for mapping fractional cover of an invasive
plant species in a dryland ecosystem. Ecol. Evol. 2019, 9, 2562–2574. [CrossRef]

49. Rajah, P.; Odindi, J.; Mutanga, O.; Kiala, Z. The utility of Sentinel-2 Vegetation Indices (VIs) and Sentinel-1 Synthetic Aperture
Radar (SAR) for invasive alien species detection and mapping. Nat. Conserv. 2019, 35, 41–61. Available online: https://
natureconservation.pensoft.net/article/29588/ (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140196313000153
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2013.01.010
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140196318304245
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140196318304245
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2018.07.001
https://laikipia.go.ke
http://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2020.00069
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-017-1453-x
http://doi.org/10.4102/koedoe.v59i1.1426
https://www.cabi.org/isc/datasheet/37728
http://doi.org/10.2741/1992
http://doi.org/10.1093/aobpla/plu078
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140196315000452
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140196315000452
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2015.02.015
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-010-9872-y
http://journals.sfu.ca/africanem/index.php/ajtcam/article/view/4039/pdf
http://journals.sfu.ca/africanem/index.php/ajtcam/article/view/4039/pdf
http://doi.org/10.21010/ajtcam.v13i4.29
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2018.05.007
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10526-020-10018-x
http://www.ajol.info/index.php/sajg/article/view/131503
http://doi.org/10.4314/sajg.v5i1.4
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0303243416302045
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0303243416302045
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jag.2016.12.006
http://doi.org/10.1201/b11222-27
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-016-1276-1
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S003442570900073X
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2007.12.014
http://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.4919
https://natureconservation.pensoft.net/article/29588/
https://natureconservation.pensoft.net/article/29588/
http://doi.org/10.3897/natureconservation.35.29588


Remote Sens. 2021, 13, 1494 19 of 21

50. Vaz, A.S.; Alcaraz-Segura, D.; Campos, J.C.J.C.; Vicente, J.R.; Honrado, J.P.J.P. Managing plant invasions through the lens
of remote sensing: A review of progress and the way forward. Sci. Total Environ. 2018, 642, 1328–1339. Available online:
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0048969718322101 (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

51. (GoK) G of K. Vision 2030 Development Strategy for Northern Kenya and Other Arid Lands. Final Report, Nairobi, Kenya. 2012.
Available online: https://www.ndma.go.ke/index.php/resource-center/policy-documents/send/44-policy-documents/4300
-vision-2030-development-strategy-for-asals (accessed on 19 March 2020).

52. NDMA. Annual Report and Financial Statements for Financial Year Ending, 30 June 2018, Nairobi. 2018. Available online:
https://www.ndma.go.ke/ (accessed on 19 March 2020).

53. Ojwang, G.O.; Agatsiva, J.; Situma, C. Analysis of Climate Change and Variability Risks in the Smallholder Sector: Case
Studies of the Laikipia and Narok Districts Representing Major Agro-Ecological Zones in Kenya, Rome. 2010. Available online:
http://www.fao.org/3/i1785e/i1785e00.pdf (accessed on 12 February 2020).

54. KNBS. 2019 Kenya Population and Housing Cencus, Nairobi. 2019. Available online: https://www.knbs.or.ke/ (accessed on 19
March 2020).

55. Evans, L.A.; Adams, W.M. Fencing elephants: The hidden politics of wildlife fencing in Laikipia, Kenya. Land Use
Policy 2016, 51, 215–228. Available online: https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0264837715003518 (accessed on
10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

56. Klopp, J.M. Pilfering the public: The problem of land grabbing in contemporary Kenya. Afr. Today 2000, 47, 7–26. [CrossRef]
57. Mkutu, K. Pastoralism and Conflict in the Horn of Africa; Saferworld Organisation: London, UK, 2001.
58. Letai, J. Land Deals in Kenya: The Genesis of Land Deals in Kenya and Its Implication on Pastoral Livelihoods: A Case Study of

Laikipia District, 2011, Nairobi. 2011. Available online: https://landportal.org/sites/default/files/land_deals_in_kenya-initial_
report_for_laikipia_district2.pdf (accessed on 19 March 2020).

59. Idris, A. Taking the camel through the eye of a needle: Enhancing pastoral resilience through education policy in Kenya. Resil.
Interdiscip. Perspect. Sci. Humanit. 2011, 2, 25–38.

60. Williams, A. The Abandoned Lands of Laikipia Land Use Options Study, Laikipia. 2013. Available online: https://laikipia.org/
laikipia-county/ (accessed on 19 March 2020).

61. Bond, J. Conflict, Development and Security at the Agro–Pastoral–Wildlife Nexus: A Case of Laikipia County, Kenya. J. Dev. Stud.
2014, 50, 991–1008. [CrossRef]

62. NEMA. State of Environment Report Laikipia County. 2013. Available online: https://laikipia.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/0
3/STATE-OF-ENVIRONMENT-REPORT.docx (accessed on 19 March 2020).

63. Gatti, A.; Bertolini, A. Sentinel-2 Products Specification Document. 2013. Available online: https://sentinel.esa.int/documents/
247904/685211/Sentinel-2-Products-Specification-Document (accessed on 23 February 2020).

64. Main-Knorn, M.; Pflug, B.; Louis, J.; Debaecker, V.; Müller-Wilm, U.; Gascon, F. Sen2Cor for Sentinel-2. In Image and Signal
Processing for Remote Sensing XXIII; Bruzzone, L., Bovolo, F., Benediktsson, J.A., Eds.; SPIE: Belingham, WA, USA, 2017; p. 3.
[CrossRef]

65. SNAP. SNAP—ESA Sentinel Application Platform v7.0. 2020. Available online: http://step.esa.int/main/toolboxes/sentinel-2-
toolbox/ (accessed on 11 August 2020).

66. Adam, E.; Mureriwa, N.; Newete, S. Mapping Prosopis glandulosa (mesquite) in the semi-arid environment of South Africa
using high-resolution WorldView-2 imagery and machine learning classifiers. J. Arid Environ. 2017, 145, 43–51. Available online:
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140196317301052 (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

67. Kailath, T. The Divergence and Bhattacharyya Distance Measures in Signal Selection. IEEE Trans. Commun. 1967, 15, 52–60.
Available online: http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/1089532/ (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

68. Jensen, J.R. Introductory Digital Image Processing: A Remote Sensing Perspective; Prentice-Hall Inc.: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 1996.
69. Trigg, S.; Flasse, S. An evaluation of different bi-spectral spaces for discriminating burned shrub-savannah. Int. J. Remote Sens.

2001, 22, 2641–2647. [CrossRef]
70. Chemura, A.; Mutanga, O. Developing detailed age-specific thematic maps for coffee (Coffea arabica L.) in heterogeneous

agricultural landscapes using random forests applied on Landsat 8 multispectral sensor. Geocarto Int. 2017, 32, 759–776.
[CrossRef]

71. Yang, C.; Li, Q.; Wu, G.; Chen, J. A Highly efficient method for training sample selection in remote sensing classification. In
Proceedings of the 2018 26th International Conference on Geoinformatics IEEE, Kunming, China, 28–30 June 2018; pp. 1–5.
Available online: https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/8557085/ (accessed on 10 March 2021).

72. Harris Geospatial. ENVI Image Analysis Software; Harris Geospatial: Broomfield, CO, USA, 2011; Available online: https:
//www.harrisgeospatial.com/ (accessed on 10 March 2021).

73. Jafari, R.; Bashari, H.; Tarkesh, M. Discriminating and monitoring rangeland condition classes with MODIS NDVI and EVI indices
in Iranian arid and semi-arid lands. Arid Land Res. Manag. 2017, 31, 94–110. [CrossRef]

74. Zuo, L.; Liu, R.; Liu, Y.; Shang, R. Effect of Mathematical Expression of Vegetation Indices on the Estimation of Phenology Trends
from Satellite Data. Chin. Geogr. Sci. 2019, 29, 756–767. [CrossRef]

75. Xue, J.; Su, B. Significant Remote Sensing Vegetation Indices: A Review of Developments and Applications. J. Sens.
2017, 2017, 1–17. Available online: https://www.hindawi.com/journals/js/2017/1353691/ (accessed on 10 March 2021).
[CrossRef]

https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0048969718322101
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2018.06.134
https://www.ndma.go.ke/index.php/resource-center/policy-documents/send/44-policy-documents/4300-vision-2030-development-strategy-for-asals
https://www.ndma.go.ke/index.php/resource-center/policy-documents/send/44-policy-documents/4300-vision-2030-development-strategy-for-asals
https://www.ndma.go.ke/
http://www.fao.org/3/i1785e/i1785e00.pdf
https://www.knbs.or.ke/
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0264837715003518
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2015.11.008
http://doi.org/10.1353/at.2000.0015
https://landportal.org/sites/default/files/land_deals_in_kenya-initial_report_for_laikipia_district2.pdf
https://landportal.org/sites/default/files/land_deals_in_kenya-initial_report_for_laikipia_district2.pdf
https://laikipia.org/laikipia-county/
https://laikipia.org/laikipia-county/
http://doi.org/10.1080/00220388.2014.909025
https://laikipia.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/STATE-OF-ENVIRONMENT-REPORT.docx
https://laikipia.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/STATE-OF-ENVIRONMENT-REPORT.docx
https://sentinel.esa.int/documents/247904/685211/Sentinel-2-Products-Specification-Document
https://sentinel.esa.int/documents/247904/685211/Sentinel-2-Products-Specification-Document
http://doi.org/10.1117/12.2278218
http://step.esa.int/main/toolboxes/sentinel-2-toolbox/
http://step.esa.int/main/toolboxes/sentinel-2-toolbox/
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0140196317301052
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaridenv.2017.05.001
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/1089532/
http://doi.org/10.1109/TCOM.1967.1089532
http://doi.org/10.1080/01431160110053185
http://doi.org/10.1080/10106049.2016.1178812
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/8557085/
https://www.harrisgeospatial.com/
https://www.harrisgeospatial.com/
http://doi.org/10.1080/15324982.2016.1224955
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11769-019-1070-y
https://www.hindawi.com/journals/js/2017/1353691/
http://doi.org/10.1155/2017/1353691


Remote Sens. 2021, 13, 1494 20 of 21

76. Wessel, M.; Brandmeier, M.; Tiede, D. Evaluation of Different Machine Learning Algorithms for Scalable Classification of Tree
Types and Tree Species Based on Sentinel-2 Data. Remote Sens. 2018, 10, 1419. Available online: http://www.mdpi.com/2072-429
2/10/9/1419 (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

77. Svinurai, W.; Hassen, A.; Tesfamariam, E.; Ramoelo, A. Performance of ratio-based, soil-adjusted and atmospherically corrected
multispectral vegetation indices in predicting herbaceous aboveground biomass in a Colophospermum mopane tree-shrub savanna.
Grass Forage Sci. 2018, 73, 727–739. [CrossRef]

78. Mudereri, B.T.; Dube, T.; Adel-Rahman, E.M.; Niassy, S.; Kimathi, E.; Khan, Z.; Landmann, T. A comparative analysis of
PlanetScope and Sentinel-2 space-borne sensors in mapping Striga weed using Guided Regularised Random Forest classification
ensemble. ISPRS Int. Arch. Photogramm. Remote Sens. Spat. Inf. Sci. 2019, XLII-2/W13, 701–708. Available online: https:
//www.int-arch-photogramm-remote-sens-spatial-inf-sci.net/XLII-2-W13/701/2019/ (accessed on 10 March 2021).

79. Jordan, C.F. Derivation of Leaf-Area Index from Quality of Light on the Forest Floor. Ecology 1969, 50, 663–666. [CrossRef]
80. Richardson, A.J.; Wiegand, C.L. Distinguishing vegetation from soil background information. Photogramm. Eng. Remote Sens.

1977, 43, 1541–1552.
81. Rouse, J.W., Jr.; Haas, R.H.; Schell, J.A.; Deering, D.W. Monitoring Vegetation Systems in the Great Plains with Erts; NASA SP-351,

3rd ERTS-1 Symposium; NASA: Washington, DC, USA, 1974.
82. Crippen, R. Calculating the vegetation index faster. Remote Sens. Environ. 1990, 34, 71–73. Available online: https://linkinghub.

elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/003442579090085Z (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]
83. Kaufman, Y.J.; Tanre, D. Atmospherically resistant vegetation index (ARVI) for EOS-MODIS. IEEE Trans. Geosci. Remote Sens.

1992, 30, 261–270. Available online: http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/134076/ (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]
84. Qi, J.; Chehbouni, A.; Huete, A.R.; Kerr, Y.H.; Sorooshian, S. A modified soil adjusted vegetation index. Remote Sens.

Environ. 1994, 48, 119–126. Available online: https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/0034425794901341 (accessed on
10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

85. Zevenbergen, L.W.; Thorne, C.R. Quantitative analysis of land surface topography. Earth Surf. Process. Landf. 1987, 12, 47–56.
[CrossRef]

86. Mattivi, P.; Franci, F.; Lambertini, A.; Bitelli, G. TWI computation: A comparison of different open source GISs. Open Geospatial
Data Softw. Stand. 2019, 4, 6. [CrossRef]

87. Yang, C.; Wu, G.; Ding, K.; Shi, T.; Li, Q.; Wang, J. Improving Land Use/Land Cover Classification by Integrating Pixel Unmixing
and Decision Tree Methods. Remote Sens. 2017, 9, 1222. Available online: http://www.mdpi.com/2072-4292/9/12/1222 (accessed
on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

88. Hurskainen, P.; Adhikari, H.; Siljander, M.; Pellikka, P.K.E.; Hemp, A. Auxiliary datasets improve accuracy of object-based land
use/land cover classification in heterogeneous savanna landscapes. Remote Sens. Environ. 2019, 233, 111354. Available online:
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0034425719303736 (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

89. Mwaniki, W.M.; Möller, S.M. Knowledge based multi-source, time series classification: A case study of central region of Kenya.
Appl. Geogr. 2015, 60, 58–68. Available online: https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0143622815000715 (accessed on 10
March 2021). [CrossRef]

90. Franklin, J. Predictive vegetation mapping: Geographic modelling of biospatial patterns in relation to environmental gradients.
Prog. Phys. Geogr. Earth Environ. 1995, 19, 474–499. [CrossRef]

91. QGIS Development Team. QGIS Geographic Information System. 2009. Available online: http://qgis.org (accessed on 8 January 2020).
92. Chen, T.; Guestrin, C. XGBoost. In Proceedings of the 22nd ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery

and Data Mining, San Francisco, CA, USA, August 2016; ACM: New York, NY, USA, 2016; pp. 785–794. [CrossRef]
93. Abdi, A.M. Land cover and land use classification performance of machine learning algorithms in a boreal landscape using

Sentinel-2 data. GISci. Remote Sens. 2020, 57, 1–20. [CrossRef]
94. Man, C.D.; Nguyen, T.T.; Bui, H.Q.; Lasko, K.; Nguyen, T.N.T. Improvement of land-cover classification over frequently

cloud-covered areas using Landsat 8 time-series composites and an ensemble of supervised classifiers. Int. J. Remote Sens.
2018, 39, 1243–1255. [CrossRef]

95. Freeman, E.A.; Moisen, G.G.; Coulston, J.W.; Wilson, B.T. Random forests and stochastic gradient boosting for predicting tree
canopy cover: Comparing tuning processes and model performance. Can. J. For. Res. 2016, 46, 323–339. [CrossRef]

96. Breiman, L. Random Forests. Mach. Learn. 2001, 45, 5–32. [CrossRef]
97. Bradter, U.; O’Connell, J.; Kunin, W.E.; Boffey, C.W.H.; Ellis, R.J.; Benton, T.G. Classifying grass-dominated habitats from remotely

sensed data: The influence of spectral resolution, acquisition time and the vegetation classification system on accuracy and
thematic resolution. Sci. Total Environ. 2020, 711, 134584. Available online: https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S00489
69719345759 (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

98. Hunter, F.D.L.; Mitchard, E.T.A.; Tyrrell, P.; Russell, S. Inter-Seasonal Time Series Imagery Enhances Classification Accuracy
of Grazing Resource and Land Degradation Maps in a Savanna Ecosystem. Remote Sens. 2020, 12, 198. Available online:
https://www.mdpi.com/2072-4292/12/1/198 (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

99. Strobl, C.; Malley, J.; Tutz, G. An introduction to recursive partitioning: Rationale, application, and characteristics of classification
and regression trees, bagging, and random forests. Psychol. Methods 2009, 14, 323–348. [CrossRef]

100. Bergstra, J.S.; Bardenet, R.; Bengio, Y.; Kégl, B. Algorithms for hyper-parameter optimization. In Proceedings of the 25th Annual
Conference on Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, Granada, Spain, 6–12 December 2011; pp. 2546–2554.

http://www.mdpi.com/2072-4292/10/9/1419
http://www.mdpi.com/2072-4292/10/9/1419
http://doi.org/10.3390/rs10091419
http://doi.org/10.1111/gfs.12367
https://www.int-arch-photogramm-remote-sens-spatial-inf-sci.net/XLII-2-W13/701/2019/
https://www.int-arch-photogramm-remote-sens-spatial-inf-sci.net/XLII-2-W13/701/2019/
http://doi.org/10.2307/1936256
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/003442579090085Z
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/003442579090085Z
http://doi.org/10.1016/0034-4257(90)90085-Z
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/134076/
http://doi.org/10.1109/36.134076
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/0034425794901341
http://doi.org/10.1016/0034-4257(94)90134-1
http://doi.org/10.1002/esp.3290120107
http://doi.org/10.1186/s40965-019-0066-y
http://www.mdpi.com/2072-4292/9/12/1222
http://doi.org/10.3390/rs9121222
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0034425719303736
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2019.111354
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0143622815000715
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apgeog.2015.03.005
http://doi.org/10.1177/030913339501900403
http://qgis.org
http://doi.org/10.1145/2939672.2939785
http://doi.org/10.1080/15481603.2019.1650447
http://doi.org/10.1080/01431161.2017.1399477
http://doi.org/10.1139/cjfr-2014-0562
http://doi.org/10.1023/A:1010933404324
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0048969719345759
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0048969719345759
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2019.134584
https://www.mdpi.com/2072-4292/12/1/198
http://doi.org/10.3390/rs12010198
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0016973


Remote Sens. 2021, 13, 1494 21 of 21

101. Luo, G. A review of automatic selection methods for machine learning algorithms and hyper-parameter values. Netw. Model.
Anal. Health Inform. Bioinform. 2016, 5, 18. [CrossRef]

102. Pedregosa, F.; Varoquaux, G.; Gramfort, A.; Michel, V.; Thirion, B.; Grisel, O.; Duchesnay, E. Scikit-learn: Machine Learning in
Python. J. Mach. Learn. Res. 2011, 12, 2825–2830.

103. Fielding, A.H.; Bell, J.F. A review of methods for the assessment of prediction errors in conservation presence/absence models.
Environ. Conserv. 1997, 24, 38–49. Available online: https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S0376892997000088/
type/journal_article (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

104. Olofsson, P.; Foody, G.M.; Stehman, S.V.; Woodcock, C.E. Making better use of accuracy data in land change studies: Estimating
accuracy and area and quantifying uncertainty using stratified estimation. Remote Sens. Environ. 2013, 129, 122–131. Available
online: https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0034425712004191 (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

105. Lillesand, T.; Kiefer, R.W.; Chipman, J. Remote Sensing and Image Interpretation; John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2015.
106. Pontius, R., Jr. Comparison of Categorical Maps. Photogramm. Eng. Remote Sens. 2000, 66, 1011–1016. Available online:

http://www2.clarku.edu/~{}rpontius/ (accessed on 10 March 2021).
107. Pontius, R.G.; Millones, M. Death to Kappa: Birth of quantity disagreement and allocation disagreement for accuracy assessment.

Int. J. Remote Sens. 2011, 32, 4407–4429. [CrossRef]
108. Bradley, B.A.; Blumenthal, D.M.; Wilcove, D.S.; Ziska, L.H. Predicting plant invasions in an era of global change. Trends

Ecol. Evol. 2010, 25, 310–318. Available online: https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0169534709003693 (accessed on
10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

109. Bogan, S.A.; Antonarakis, A.S.; Moorcroft, P.R. Imaging spectrometry-derived estimates of regional ecosystem composition for
the Sierra Nevada, California. Remote Sens. Environ. 2019, 228, 14–30. Available online: https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/
pii/S0034425719301221 (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

110. Shoko, C.; Mutanga, O. Examining the strength of the newly-launched Sentinel 2 MSI sensor in detecting and discriminating
subtle differences between C3 and C4 grass species. ISPRS J. Photogramm. Remote Sens. 2017, 129, 32–40. [CrossRef]

111. Githae, E. Prickly Pear Cactus Invasion: A Major Threat to Biodiversity and Food Security in the Drylands of Kenya; Swedish University
of Agricultural Sciences: Uppsala, Sweden, 2018; Available online: https://www.kilimo.go.ke/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/
Eunice-Githae-Policy-Brief.pdf (accessed on 10 March 2021).

112. (GoK) G of K. National Wildlife Strategy 2030 [Internet], Nairobi, Kenya. 2018. Available online: https://www.tourism.go.ke/
wp-content/uploads/2018/06/NWS2030-FINAL-JUNE-12-2018-1.pdf (accessed on 19 March 2020).

113. Ndungu, L.; Oware, M.; Omondi, S.; Wahome, A.; Mugo, R.; Adams, E. Application of MODIS NDVI for Monitoring Kenyan
Rangelands Through a Web Based Decision Support Tool. Front. Environ. Sci. 2019, 7, 187. [CrossRef]

114. Witt, A.B.R.; Nunda, W.; Beale, T.; Kriticos, D.J. A preliminary assessment of the presence and distribution of invasive and
potentially invasive alien plant species in Laikipia County, Kenya, a biodiversity hotspot. KOEDOE Afr. Prot. Area Con-
serv. Sci. 2020, 62, 1–10. Available online: http://www.koedoe.co.za/index.php/KOEDOE/article/view/1605 (accessed on
10 March 2021).

115. Yin, Q.; Hong, W.; Zhang, F.; Pottier, E. Optimal Combination of Polarimetric Features for Vegetation Classification in PolSAR
Image. IEEE J. Sel. Top. Appl. Earth Obs. Remote Sens. 2019, 12, 3919–3931. Available online: https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/
document/8901433/ (accessed on 10 March 2021). [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1007/s13721-016-0125-6
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S0376892997000088/type/journal_article
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S0376892997000088/type/journal_article
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0376892997000088
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0034425712004191
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2012.10.031
http://www2.clarku.edu/~{}rpontius/
http://doi.org/10.1080/01431161.2011.552923
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0169534709003693
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2009.12.003
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0034425719301221
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0034425719301221
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2019.03.031
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.isprsjprs.2017.04.016
https://www.kilimo.go.ke/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Eunice-Githae-Policy-Brief.pdf
https://www.kilimo.go.ke/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/Eunice-Githae-Policy-Brief.pdf
https://www.tourism.go.ke/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/NWS2030-FINAL-JUNE-12-2018-1.pdf
https://www.tourism.go.ke/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/NWS2030-FINAL-JUNE-12-2018-1.pdf
http://doi.org/10.3389/fenvs.2019.00187
http://www.koedoe.co.za/index.php/KOEDOE/article/view/1605
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/8901433/
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/document/8901433/
http://doi.org/10.1109/JSTARS.2019.2940973

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Description of the Study Area 
	Field Data 
	Satellite Image Analysis and Classification 
	Satellite Image Acquisition and Pre-Processing 
	Spectral Separability 
	Extracting Predictor Variables for Classification 
	Classification Algorithms and Accuracy Assessment 


	Results 
	Analysis of Spectral Separability of Opuntia Stricta and Other Control Classes 
	Image Classification 

	Discussion 
	Model Evaluation and Spatial Coverage 
	Policy Implication, Limitation and Future Research 

	Conclusions 
	References

