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Tab. 1 Data Sources of Vegetation Fraction
LANDSAT CBERS SpOT QuickBird TKONOS MODIS
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Fig.1 Comparison Between Extraction Results by Three Methods
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Tab.2 Satistics of Extraction Result
e
<0.1 0.1~ 03 0.3~0.6 0.6~ 1.0
QuickBird 9 805 685.76 39438 956. 16 1266 220. 8 619 159. 8 274 832. 64
™ (1) 10 152 000 3.53 39731400 0.74 1323 900 4.56 606 600 2.03 386 100 40. 49
(2) 9797900 0. 08 4029 300 2.18 1265400 0.06 604 800 2.32 237 600 13.55
2) ,
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Remote Sensing Information Extraction Based on Vegetation
Fraction in Drought and Half Drought Area
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Abstract This paper analyzes three methods for extraction using remote sensing: experience model

method, vegetation index method and mixxed-image analysis method, and advances the model based on

vegetation fraction extradion using middle differentiate frank sat image combining high differentiate frank

sat image. It is proved that this model is simple and practical.
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