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Figure S1: Additional maps of plant function type (PFT) cover across Canada for the lower areal 16 

coverage PFTs from a) GLC 2000, b) NALCMS, c) ESA CCI and d) Hybrid-9PFT vegetation 17 

cover products. For plant functional types that are absent, a note is included in the title line, and 18 

the scale bar is omitted. 19 
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Figure S2: a) Score difference between the highest scoring and second highest scoring ensemble 22 

members. b) The ensemble member with the second-highest score. c) Score difference between 23 

the highest scoring and third highest scoring ensemble members. d) The ensemble member with 24 

the third highest score. Comparisons are grayed out when the difference between the scores 25 

being compared is less than 0.01.  26 
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Figure S3: Mean site level above ground living biomass from a) Canada’s National Forest 28 

Inventory (NFI) and, b) Schepaschenko et al., (2019) and Xue et al., (2017) (FosXue). 29 
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 31 
Figure S4: Additional maps of the low areal coverage plant function type (PFT) cover across 32 

Canada for Hybrid-14PFT. For plant functional types that are absent, a note is included in the 33 

title line, and the scale bar is omitted. 34 



 35 
Figure S5: a) Mean ensemble score, b) maximum score difference among ensemble members, 36 

and ensemble members with the c) highest and d) lowest score for historical model runs using 37 

GLC2000 (1) and Hybrid-14PFT (2). Comparisons are grayed out in panels b-d when the 38 

difference between the maximum and minimum scores is less than 0.01. 39 
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 41 
Figure S6: Summaries of the score values for all 5 model runs: a) GLC 2000, b) NALCMS, c) 42 

ESA CCI, d) Hybrid-9PFT, e) Hybrid-14PFT.  43 



Table S1: Cross-walking table for the Hybrid land cover with 12 CLASSIC PFTs. The Hybrid 44 

land cover class is given along with the fractional coverage of the CLASSIC PFTs that 45 

correspond to that class. 46 
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