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Fig. 1 Standard Reflected Spectrum of Sugarcane Leaf
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Table 1 Spectral Characteristic, Location and Forming of Sugarcane Leaf
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Table 2 R/IR and Actual Yield of Surveying Sample field and Results
Comparison between Remote Sensing and Artificial Yield Estimation methods
rEgs R/IR TREE | BERAETE | ATGEE | SRAEPHEMRSE | ATGHZHENRSE
Y(oit /@) | Ya (/B9 | Ya(Ml/E) o r(%)* 5a(%)*
1 0.258 2.78 3.09 3.78 11.2 36.0
2 0.122 7.95 7.04 8.70 11.4 9.4
3 0.085 10.05 8.82 12.01 12.2 19.5
4 0.236 3.89 3.53 5.48 9.3 40.9
5 0.099 6.89 8.10 8.15 17.6 18.3
6 0.103 6.46 7.90 9.41 22.3 45.7
7 0.093 9.09 8.40 8.99 7.6 1.1
8 0.146 7.34 6.09 9.12 17.0 24.3
9 0.135 6.00 6.51 7.52 8.5 25.3
10 0.134 6.13 6.55 5.53 6.9 9.8
BRE ¥ =6.66 | YR=06.60 | ¥4 =7.87 5r=12.49% 54=23.0%
*a,=LY'Yx100% a,.=‘¥x100%
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Table 3 Regression Analysis Result of X and Y (X’ is six
Speetrul"Sigmture Value,Y’ is Sugarcane agriculture Yield per “mou™)
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Remote Sensing Estimation of

Sugarcane Yield Using Spectroradiometer
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(Guangzhou lnsistute of Geography)

Shu Shourong
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Abstract

A new remote sensing technique for sugarcane yield estimation is described. The main
instrument used in the study is Hand Held Ratioing Radiometer and spectral quantity is
the reflectance ratio TM3/TM 4. Spectral measurements for sugarcane yield estimation were
conducted in matured stage of the crop. In test area 10 plots of sugarcane field which
amount to 500 mu (about 34 ha.) were selected as test samples. The results of regression
analysis showed that there is a high correlation between X (reflectance ratio TM3/TM4)
and Y (per mu havrest yield). The correlation coefficient is as high as 0.9431. The
optimum, mathematic model for sugarcane yield estimation was proved to be Log Y =
a2 + bX. The calculation of relative error indicates that the yield estimation accuracy of

remote sensing technique is twice as high as that of the traditional artificial method.



