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A modified vegetation index for crop canopy
chlorophyll content retrieval

DONG Heng, MENGC Qing-Ye, WANC Jin-Liang, OQIN Qi-Ming”,
FENG Hai-Xia, JIANG Hong-Bo, LIU Ming-Chao
{ Institutc of Remotc Sensing and Geographic Information System, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China)

Abstract; Modified MERIS Terrestrial Chlorophyll Index { M-MTCT) was developed based on modifications of MTCL
M-MTCT is betier than MTCT and Double-peak Canopy Nitrogen Index { DCNI) on aspects of chlorophyll content re-
trieval precision (when LAI >1}. Besides M-MTCI has better chlorophyll and LAT effects separation than MTCL Vali-
dation by numerical simulations and in-sife measurements shows that M-MTCI is a reliable VI lor chlorophyll conlent re-
trieval. Thereflore, M-MTCI is a prosperous V1 lor chlorophyll conient moniloring applications.
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Fig. 1 Simulated canopy spectra with different
leaf chlorophyll concentrations
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Fig. 2 The difference of canopy spectra with dif-
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Table 2 Correlations { B®) between M-MTC1, MTCI,
DCNI and chlorophyll concentration with ditter-
ent backgrounds
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Fig. 3 The relationships between chlorophyll concentra-
tion and M-MTCI, MTCI, DCNI at different LAI values
under Guizhou soil background
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