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 eBird data for 25 forest affiliated bird species, 2008-2021
* Novel remotely-sensed environmental variables: modeled forest
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Fig. 3 Individual species responses (predicted probability of occurrence,

structure, phenoclusters!, spatio-temporal variability in greenness . : e
4 land P . . P [ST)2 P ying Phenoclusters and spatial heterogeneity in winter land surface represented by a single line or individual points) related to environmental
fm an Sufface. emperature ( ) . temperature were important for most species in models based on variables included in species distribution ensemble models.
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* Resolution of all environmental variables was 1km. of the driest quarter were the three variables of greatest
Methods importance for most species in models based only on ‘traditional’
. . i i * For a subset of forest affiliated bird species in Argentina,
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* 3algorithms: GLM, Maxent, Random Forest phenodlsters predictors of their geographical distributions.
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Fig. 2 Environmental variables with the greatest variable importance value in in ensemble species
distribution models 1): using novel remotely-sensed variables only, 2): using ‘traditional’
environmental variables, and 3): using all environmental variables.
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