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Visible Short Wave

Infrared Spectrum
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1. How do plant species vary at leaf scale in the TIR?

2. Using HyTES imagery, what is the spectral
variation among plant canopies?
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Study Site: Huntington Gardens

Natibrial
Fore st

* 120 acres
e 138 samples
* 61 species

Huntington
Beach

Beach
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Nicolet

* Spectrum: 2.5—-15 um

* Emissivity: 1738 bands

* Collected: Feb. 2, Oct. 3, & Oct. 6

Hyperspectral Thermal Emission Spectrometer

aSvECTRALT HERMAL EMISSION SPECTR, O,

* Spectrum: 7.5—12 um

e Emissivity: 202 bands
* Collected: Jan. 25
» Spatial Resolution: 1.9 m
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Least Separable Species
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Most Separable Species

Beechey Bamboo Weeping Wattle Timber Bamboo Southern Live Oak
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Introduction | Methods | Results & Discussion | Conclusion

1. How do plant species vary at leaf scale in the TIR?
* Species show unique absorption features

* Separability decreases with longer wavelengths

2. Using HYTES imagery, what is the spectral
variation among plant canopies?

* Species signatures more uniform
* Capability to separate weaker than leaf scale

Future Work
 Absorption features

* Leaf versus canopy

e Canopy temperature
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