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WEE: LR AE K AE JHT DL U FAT Vg B 0 (R s L AR ST, FLAE =, ERRRE 108, S RRRIE R A
ERVEERAA T BB SO T R 22 U508 BRI W 20 AR ) — 28 = TR LN 2R, 3 N3N T (1)TE
iy 2 A SCAIE FE T T, I FH oo 2 ) 0 9 6 5 G AR 3R RN G 285 4 1) 7 V006 2 MRS ol 10847 43 24 L B R FH Landsat 515
LA BRIEAT B0 A4k W 2 i R BN R 3R (Q)TES S E Fi A 11, FIFHTC AN Z A4k K i & A
H 0T 20 PR AR FE B AT R (3)FEAEFRAE S BOH FU TH, PRI 7 L0 PRI 28 25 5 S R R 10 4 1 3%
ALK (Spartina alterniflora) N = 42 15 521 214 MROCBERFH 28, BLR G40 2 & 4 F5 44 (photochemical  reflectance
index, PRI)- 5% HEFI F % (light use efficiency, LUE)H X R . i RFNWE T NFEIL WA IS S ZL 2RI dn ] i 4
BG5S, SR T B R R AR S, BRSSO YA S B
Pk, T AP e MR A S R BRI A 2 REVER B LAE.
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Researches on mangrove forest monitoring methods based on multi-source
remote sensing
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Abstract: Mangrove forests are ecological communities growing in the intertidal zone of tropical and subtropical
coastlines. Due to their high productivity, mangrove forests are essential to persistence of biodiversity along
coastlines and have high carbon sequestration ability. In this article we review aspects of monitoring
mangrove forests using recent multi-source remote sensing data. First, we reviewed studies on monitoring
mangrove dynamics. By integrating object-based and pixel-based classification, high spatial resolution images
were used to classify different mangrove species. Landsat images were then used to monitor the dynamics of
mangrove forests and analyze factors driving them. Second, we reviewed studies measuring structural
parameters of mangroves. Specifically, unmanned aerial vehicle multispectral data and ground-based Light
Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) data were used to compute leaf area index of mangrove forests. Finally, we
reviewed studies examining physiology and biochemistry parameters. These studies explored adaption of
chlorophyll content in mangrove forests under different submergence conditions, whether the invasive species
Spartina alterniflora affects the light use efficiency and changed the response of photochemical reflectance
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index (PRI) to LUE. Our review provides a useful reference for selecting appropriate analytical methods
when extracting information of mangroves from remotely sensed data. We emphasize the effectiveness of
remote sensing in studying mangrove spatiotemporal patterns, extracting structural parameters, monitoring
biochemical parameters, thus aiding efforts to conserve mangrove ecosystems.

Key words: mangrove; biodiversity; multi-source remote sensing; species classification; invasive species

Z1#4 ¥k (mangrove/mangrove forest) e A K 78 #4
A7 AT I A B BRI NI AR AR A B

Ve, e N 5 R T ) — MR R AR A,

L = St RN (o1 75 vx = SN B/ P L Y 1T
IR R IR RN B PR e L AR
AR ERES RS, £ ER RS
TRAP A 2 FE PR AR 3 16 B B0 R (XS 75, 2002;
ARG, 2003). FH T HARR A e AR, 2D AR
L 9 Y TH) T v R 7 28 A8 11 EE I T X &,
[ B ) A BRER B L SR B SRR = L
CAENEEN R FIRHEFIN GRHAZ)) HI5T
[ 1 43 2% 22 G (i e {k, 1996; 76X e JiE AN 1 TN 2%,
2000; Seto & Fragkias, 2007). [AIRf, ZLHHKH A
Kitta. &5 ERNE, ERetsiaiiig s,
B R oK, e R AR AL E A
28U R 25 AN AR = i, 4 0 S R A )
YERNER . 25 @SR LSRR, FE BT I8
WK HERRR TR ORI AR 2R
RN T BRI 7045 77 T 35 B 2
EH, 2K ERG T NEME W E G, 1996;
Mg, 1997, EEIAE, 2011%).

T Z0RE AR AR A W Ry, ELAT P RS vy, HbTi
VAN 7 N K E R 18] & N 7, 10 BT e
P 3] {1 25 1) e BBl A B 2 B AR K R BR 14, Teiz:
T AR K TR 24 R e 00 £ 368 17 75 3K (Spalding et al,
2010; Dronova, 2015). ifij &% &4 R B &% s ya B .
BRI A IE ISR A, TR T 2R AR
T Fh B0 B 1) 25 9 (Gird, 2016; Jia et al, 2016). [#

IR BB KRR, BRI PR AW i =

CL48 BB G 203K A0 R BE HRUIR 23 A 2109 AR 1) e 1
JGERIRFAE, LA RBIE FU SR AR R L ] 5 )
Vs (Z 42T, 2013; Guo et al, 2017). [, BT
A ] P9 A0 210 A U 0 () 2 22 - Bt (Claudia et al,
2011; RMBZEZE, 2012; FhkOGEE, 2013). ARSI

® FBWAE (2011) FTIEERI R BT LW AR 2 25 BB 7L, Al
AR, FRMROLR 2, B A

T AR RN FH 2 Y JE KA M N0 £ AR R T g
Jer (DRI o #E R TR AR T LI RR (1 it
oA QFIHEANL BOtH BT L
WHREHISH (3)FI I L B AT ST 2L AR A 2
BAASE, NLRMRAS RG0S5 143
UIWIRES

1 ET

Eplyppr

1.1 ETE9ER G R FE 35 E
TE20004F 2 /i, #EE&T7ECHE) 2 FHRET -
Hh 78 55 AL P, (EE 2R AR 4 I ) 1L v . A
b D HOHE A 7T 2 AR b TR AR AR S R
LR AN X G5, AR 2D Ko B LT AR PR Foh ) 1 2
K (&%, 2008; Jia et al, 20144, b). Venkataratnam
Al Thammappa (1997) i F Landsat £ J't; 1% 5 4 1X
(MSS) s AGNT B FE 2245 F7 FRIF G (I LLR AR EEAT 1 42
#il. Rasolofoharinoro%(1998)# FSPOT K14 (SPOT
1, 2), X E AT LR AT T
Gao (1998)JF & T — A~ T SPOT# /& K & 1 )2
GyRTTIE, TR FLRL T UG 2 B e 22 Ry B
(R ELRR AR P, 0E Z0 A AR 5 JE L0 AR Lt 78 75 2R Y
(1) 73 I 1] 1A i #181.4% . Green%:(1998) 1% FiI 5
FHAEI432 077, XFH T SPOT XS, Landsat TM.
CASI =P 28 1Y 1) 048 A5 2T R AR Fb 43 S 1) 1B 1)
3% P . Gao (1999)f# FISPOT XSAHl1Landsat TM, 43
HFELO0 m. 20 mAI30 mE) A [A] 73 3 L HEAT 12400
L SSEISAR p ol P N S I Al R S T
IXEERF T B, Landsat TMEHE AT LU 20 AR Al
JELI BRI 4> 25, {HLandsat MSSHISPOT XS%#f
28] 73 F 2 TEVE R CLR R ) R AT VAR X 40 RN
ZLREARAR A 5 ) BB RST0S, JiRAE EE30 )
ZEA) 53 R ZEA R G DL T EAT LA AR Fh IE] 532K
20004F e £y 1B I D 2 I B e ik 7 BA 1
1 G 18 IR GEAR I 25 18] 43 % 22 IR A G 1S AN ] 23 1
RRE, A ZLRE AR ] 3 2 vk B B SO AT g . %

e
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EtLandsat TM. SPOT. CASIZAL 4B KL%, KN
IKONOS 5173 B4 RE % 42 A1 B v b B8 (1) g e A 858
A B, A8 IKONOS EIHE 4 (38 B B B &L
HAEE, AR 1A FFER A 12 (Pseudotsuga) 7k
MRIR) 23 2K B (Franklin et al, 2001; Mumby & Ed-
wards, 2003) . {HIiX ] [E] & A A fff H IKONOS !
QuickBirdJE AT 4T B R AE 25 R G I L Hh 78 55 43 21l
RSN SRS T T N =Y =2 AW U L S A )
PR B LA PR ) 23 SR T B8 D347 VRAS

Wang %5 (2004a) B A1) 5= T4 22 A1 I [ % G AH 45
5320715, 8 IKONOS & 73 54 A% %) 213 Ak st
AT 7 Fp1a) 73 2 B S5 R IKONOSTEAL Ak 5
AELLRE AR S LA R T ] 3 2K R 38 R AR TS, P30
NG L R 91.4%; AHLLEE T BRI, mHmxt
R oy RAE AR E B AT DUy B iR A T
(RIAS [ £TAR AR o (R T s 66 T8 3 R T ) 5 %
S5 G 1 7 V2 0 2 o) UG B AL T B A R TR
Fal I A X R TR RS FE . Wang %5 (2004b) 45 & %
B A6 1EAE ., B O IKONOSHIQuickBird i 23 5
BAE LW AR AEZS Z G0 [R) 43 2 ) B 38 R AT T
XPE. S5 RFH: MHE TR RN ITIER, fE24
T B IKONOSIP) 73 2 i & Eh. QuickBird B 1y, 1M
FEA O B 38 oy MG A ZE AR, B RGO RRAE
TG T, IKONOSH 7 2614 AE il T-QuickBird. 53
G, Bk AT R 1 KR, IKONOS #
QuickBird e ZL i M ] 43 St P 2405 tH R L
FE T A 7R, Wang 2% (2015) #l Satyanarayana s
(2018) 43 35I| F| FH w81 4 #% 2 52 1% Worldview-3 /110 m
2 [6] 53 HE 2 (P ALOS S AR HEAT T 20 AR 1] 43 2%,
FEHU TR R R, i — P BoR s
RGN T LR BRF ] 43 2568 7
1.2 EFLandsatGRILI ML R EHIRFHE =
A

IR IK, NI KSRk
A SAREAR KIS G S R R B AR R R R
Filgs/b, 4= 3K35% I £ AR TH 2k (Blasco et al, 2001;
Valiela et al, 2001). #% f X Fllads, AFRLAMMOBAE
1004F P 4= #5914 2% (Duke et al, 2007). 7£id2: 504,
v [ 21 b AR T AR 201 2050448 4.2 x 10* ha (3
Filiis At 145, 1995) T 4220004 (112.2 x 10* ha
(Jia et al, 2014a), HJak/b i 2 78 KT A BRI AR I
PR . A RONsRIRE AR BEMALS

WE TAE C 2L .

B AW MRIEAT IR A RGNS S
TRer, DAHERFSE LA, oA, SR R EE
TR DA B 25 B B AR A AR 1 o IR 3 Ak [ R IR 4R
A5k, TERF I8 B ARSI LR T HEAT T A S
il 55 77 T I TS 20 A B . Lorenzo % (1979) F1) H
Landsat MSSHUHE Il 1 3E 4 52 = BT £0 4 pRIE
PRI IE O, 1 R R B AR R FH T £0 A AR
AR A B E LR AE S T SR AF L
LR o ] P AT AR AR IR BRI U 4 T 20 T 20904 AR, I
M20074F 46 2 23 EFHEFH (FhKO, 2013). 4T
BB £LA% BRI 7 Hh BT 4 (19 38 %S B VR B 48 A 2
BB . PR TR SRR B
BLE =G 2 s B ik 245 (Claudia et al, 2011).
Landsat & %1 TR B0 i T H A i@ b, SRE G 2
J& H HT A L 2T PR I b TR ARV £t AR 228 s 0] o 2
B2 MBIETR(ZEET, 2002; A%, 2006). 144001
LW MRE B RO R BRI (R E 7,
2002). MRE o BAEHE MR A (BEREMR, 1996). &
K125 (Liu et al, 2008). % Bt 4 & (Kovacs et al, 2004)
52 HEHETHE. BTSN RE It 2K 7
L, ISR P BT R 6 B 4 R ROk R
N FH - 200 A B . Conchedda®s (2008) F1 H
SPOT XSH ke FHTHI [F) % R 53 I 7712505 ZE N 7K Low
Casamanceh [X 47 7 H b 78 S5 i B, &5 RK 9,
AT 1) 6 B 7 A A5 00 4% 0 AR AE N I BT i 7
R HAT B 7 AR LB 7 RAEE . Jia%¥ (2014a)
) FH T 6 % 25 15 A0 Landsat 3 48 %f o [ 45 5 v il
20104F 21 A% MR BEAT 18 B P81, ZTA% BRI Hh 14 73 ks
FEiEF]90% LA .

BB B A5 (2014) 1B £ ML R TP i R X 3, DA
Landsat A% s, S HH T [R5 G s S 7328 07 7%
XF19734F. 19804F. 19904F. 20004FEF120104F) I
CL PRI AR AR A AN SR B R 2 AT 0 AT B 7L 45
R, R4, LIRS R i At SO R B
AN, 1973-19804F LI M ARTHI AR 98 /N 2,999 ha. H:
11984 hafE Ak N#h, 759 halE b N thid, BES
X R E AT B OA#E b . 1981-20004F, Z1 A AR THI
FUSURIEE T, 3,403 haftiisEds 28 o A\ T s
LMK, 200020104, ZLFARIETARFE A U6k /s o I8
Tk X 2T WA T AR S R SR B0 [R 2R o A R B, 51 AR AT
P AR IE b 11 2 3 5 DR PRl FH L3 R A /2
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TREE 1, 19802000 4F H8 Jin (1) 2 Ak £ 2o N T
AR HE; 2000-20104F £ A% AR T AR 1 ek 3= B2 RN
g HUCE L R R AR E) AR RN . 5 HAth
MY E S R XA B, ) K= IR B ML R R
(R LE AR AR A/, 32 B I BRI Y 7 B A Jee i
J&, TERIAETE R FRIEI A, 20 AR BERN (R 37 1)
EEER O &L, A MRE AR T/E S 214
HOURT () F AL

2 EFx
PRI E RS
21 ETFTERANERMEZRIFE TR ER
B EE

T AW & LABK & 00 2 18] 3 H% 28 R0 R (1) R
AR JE AR PR T R B B R R B,
HREEA. 2%, s, BOtHEE. kA
41 4h % (Hardin & Jensen, 2011; FH4r % %%, 2014;
Bhardwaj et al, 2016; Tian et al, 2016). 7 AHLIZ K1)
AT R LI AR R S A R R R b oAt 4 T
FE T8 SR HE N R 3% 1T 4% (Anderson & Gaston, 2013;
FH 4 445, 2013; Ma et al, 2014; Candiago et al,
2015). HAT, O LR HE AN BB A Z
't 1 BB SR S5 8 HE 8 T AA 45 2 (Coreoles et al,
2013; Song, 2013; Verger et al, 2014; Kalisperakis et
al, 2015). iX BUKG O A Tk 50 IO RIS MR Rk
LR & =R GRS

T 73 02 R FH R 4 A S5 110 40 2R 45 SRk
SRS AR EL, AE AT o5 RN T TR B AR K )
I T AR T £ K (Coreoles et al, 2013). {HiZ 57
BRSO T3 88 RS B, A & T =
B RAIR R, TS SO R B R 1)
S 2B PR A R AR HE A 0 = K RO (Tian et al,
2017a). KR 1 3270 845 RAG LRI IR M Z 4k, IR EK
TCIR G2 5 e i TR $8 000 SRS B, BB e N
L6k BUR 7 HeE 2 &, #ARIRIEENME
TCA AR T, IR A E R EIR G
Bon, wmFiissE. EEEeE 2R HI ANLE
BIROGIES BRI AR R, SR S 4R 4
HIH AR H (A Ok R AR, s 20—k
T 4% 5 $ (normalized difference vegetation index,
NDVI). Lelong%(2008) & HL10FH /N2 [¥1"F- 1 NDVI
5t AR R E i) AH G PE AT AR 58 . Berni %5 (2009) Al

Kalisperakisas (2015) 15 4 % o AL 2 ot 1 K 45
17038, Ko AT =P ER 7 AR CR
WA = ERE T RS- NDVI, Al & &
KA % b e AR FE A . X AR A A 5
R EHNDVIELFE T R -~ XINDVI ) S I8 3%
RELF, FERPFAEAA—ERE BHEER T E 50
SO AHSE, ZITVEATIIRSZ PR T4 R FRE FE o

TEANWE R —Fh R G = 25 (8] eI a) o0 1 2
()R AR AR T B, CAE A T AR i B s T
S T — RVIR . (BRI AR, B
()75 S5 AV A A SN K 17 P T R 48 80 B s A M 2
H AT ARG A OO i dikiE . Rtk, A5 06 ER) F A B
FREE AR B — Fod T 9 R T 20 AR I i AR R
BT, wWRE TS SRR Fhas i AR 45 4L
ORI 5200 (Tian et al, 2017b). 3 HACEMEN
NDV I 73 5l FH T~ £L B AR i T RR R K, 43 ) 72
FETT N HSEINDVI (average NDVI, AVNDVI). 28
55 R RS 1 5 H 8- 2INDVI (vege-
tated specific NDVI, VSNDVI)Hl— Ff £ i $7 4 ()
NDVI (Scaled NDVI, ScNDVI). *f bt 45 58 &R
ScNDVI ) 25 S22 B AR T~ HAh P F 07 7%, axX 2
SR HSCNDVIZ i hi i f5, AN 118 sont it
T AR B E S s R e, 3B ) 1 A R
I . Sz, Jo NHLLE LR PRI T AR Fi 2O 56
i EEAERWMMHE ), gt 7 —MERE. (K
FSAS BB SR B, 2 AR SR FE ) — AN A R
22 ETHHEBAFENEWEEIERESREL
MR EREY EWRIESE

i T 0 75 3 (terrestrial laser scanning, TLS) A
L RE A DU RS i R SR DURE B VR A I = 4RSS R
T 244 SR B kb T S -1 A 45 2 (leaf area index,
LANK —F TR, O ZNH T &K, W
HEAR S TR fid - #R %% (Hosoi & Omasa, 2006; Zheng
& Moskal, 2012a; Zhao et al, 2015). A, FATH
LA B 2 T i T O R IA Ak I - i AR i £ 7 v
SN SIS THE R NI T LR I YA A AR
B, BT8GR T A S 78 1R 2> (Greaves et
al, 2015; Olsoy et al, 2016), XS5 L el gy H
S E AR FIARFR . EAEY R R A B )
5 I THT AR i 250 TR) 1R 9 28 R [A] 422 S0 A i AR 4B 4
FLASIN 7 v B 224l P A B U, LA BOL R Ik
(Tian et al, 2017b).
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Beer-Lambert & 3 72 HiL 4 TLS Al Wl LAI 3 3t 55
IEE KR (Zhao et al, 2015). FIFSEEE T
LAITE B 5w JZ AR o o HERE ok et J2 1) B 1)
Sk, SURT DL TLSAS ILAN J5 84y N = 4k
e 2 1) 58 P A ) 792 DA R ik - ot 5 2 T i P
45 77 72:(Danson et al, 2007; Zheng & Moskal,
2012b; Zheng et al, 2013; Li et al, 2017). HEARTLSH;
AR RTINS VR 2 i A, (EORS A Al 0 LAVEOR T4
A1 1) 15 2= B4 (point cloud data, PCD). i FIFHTLS
SRICEARE N, AT 2 DR O a4 0 J5 DR 3 SO ) %
PR = 4E 25 M (5 B AT (TEIX B, FRATE LR
JR B 2 H IR IR o (ESERRAF TR, AAEE A RS
TE IR TR PEARIE RS R oA, 0 22 s 4 7 5K
(Greaves et al, 2015). H N1 _E A4 77 :(Zheng &
Moskal, 2012a) . —SEsZIG AR T 7 AS[F]h p iRAR 15
7 R B Rk 25 R EZ I . Zheng5F (2012b) 4R
PET S SR B AL E S SN L AR ST
VB X LAME B R m, 45 00K 2 0 s S Al
DR LAMEL 2 5l SR A MIME (R 215, RIS, AR
RO Bl R4 8 0 T Sl R A 45 A ) O 92 T A
SN 5 B Bl AL 5 R AR o3 5 R AT R E s TR
van der ZandeZ5(2006).5 45 7 TLSAX 28 19 S H i
B AL E XN TR FLAUG I 520, A 57 W
FAH 77 A 2 DR ECA T A TLSEH o S8 17 7 75 %5
IRIE M LOM AR IR, BAER A B3R i 43 45 5 =X,
PIoR oo B, B4 o IR Ak TV AT 2
AT Ol XK 2 T BEREU B 5 o7 &
WEFIAA— . BRI, BENEIRIE H 4 i sl 4 1 1)
M BRI LA B AR, HFRE &
A VPl B 0B A S 9T . B RTIXME L, 34T
B HH R Y B4 45 % (vegetation occlusion index, VOI),
FIF e EoE B BIR IR B . AT HE

SN B R R R KT T B T RUR
b TH 9850 T 08 9 R A KT T IR T AR 2
5B s oK P BB . H
EYEFEA0-1, EHN, BdmiR i Eikm, SEE=
Y R 5 SR 4T

PATIHE T TLS 55 = Fedfs F03 2% & o AWl (con-
sumer unmanned aerial vehicle) ¢~ A8 B 55 T
1024 LA5 mA R EEFEAKIVOL. [FIR, BT
PCDitH T 1024 FEA [ 2 AR $ . fEAR IR
S , FRATIRER T8 PR 2 K (R R 4 4 4
0, VO PRIE H b ot A HE 168 77 LA S TLSH AR A
MLRAARLAIRIRE ST SR ERERL): (O)MERE
FIVOUE 40, A5 AL B Zh Sz LALZ 8] (A3
etk RBRPEAR & R, HVOIMIE#£0.35
BHEI, RE2URI TR, (2)LARIME0.3 MG P 1L, %
VOI [\ 8 386 0, #1262 BR® ¥ % i 21X 4 0.5
(VOI = 0.35), BE#EVOIRME AR, 551 R BR M
R AE AEX $0.67 (VOI = 0.3). Lik%E RiHIVOI
e FH SRk H B 0 O B O, 4 B R 2 4y
5, TLSHE A 8 % F SRR i ik 0 21 AR - T AR 4

3 IRMEIRES

31 ETEiEe MmO mmRi st F AR EMR

ZL AR AR S R GUR R AR — A B R =
A% F3(Heumann, 2011), SEEW S R HE
MEE—E= 77, Dk, S E A G A= T T
HER I R BRIRE A Sh S B WA A HEEZ L. A
PR AL S AR S R R VIF LS i T
AR TR EE R F Z (light use efficiency, LUE) %Y
(Song, 2013). T 4%  REFI FH 22 1B A ) — A
HEANSH, KAER L T LUEXT TR 4 AR 3 A
AW EEE (MR 45, 2008). LA HIDGRER]

R1 B AESEEREHOE TR B (VOI) 7 i%k i B9 AN E (plot) AR 8T 124 A B8 M B A E AR AR BU(LAL S SLAI

Z [B#IR? RMSE, %RMSE

Table 1 The R?, RMSE (root-mean-square error), % RMSE (a percentage between RMSE and the mean value of the field LAI) be-
tween LAI estimated from terrestrial laser scanning (TLS) and LAI from LAI2200 PCA, and the number of plots under the different

threshold of vegetation occlusion index (VOI)

VOI< 0.10 0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90
R? 0.73 0.70 0.72 0.67 0.50 0.35 0.31 0.21 0.21 0.22 0.15
RMSE 0.277 0.292 0.27 0.264 0.288 0.312 0.329 0.347 0.346 0.349 0.374
% RMSE 16.77 17.88 17.20 17.23 18.54 20.12 21.72 22.56 22.68 23.06 24.47

Plot 9 16 19 25 35

46 65 85 93 97 102
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FH 2 A5 R — fi 2% 8 8 e PR 958 25 A8 A0 0] B K g
I 2 B E SR AL PR RER I 2. SR SEPRotRE
FHZFSHER KR, Lt HEA
ISREE . 7K A 0%, T H 5 M 4 1 o i AR e
HFR BT . o A Sz R FH 26
(SR vt T 181 5, EH AT RE A R A R A T H
W47 J3(Turner et al, 2003). 783k &R FE |,
TR B A G B 0 B T DA AR A O HE A 1 A B
REFI FH 2 i Ba B, SOnT DUME SR 6 Re R 245 5
SEIR ) 3 B UEEE, (H AR ME TR 3l 5 R
48 T+ 2 58 G I (5K W2, 2016) . 3 B AR IR L
BTG E R A S REAI YA 17, Rl
TERREA BV N . 2R MMTERE . Bk
PESER . SRR R A A, EREEREMA, 7
DAPRH . HERf il A b R B S, S R AR
RGAT ZUME I, AT DA s 20RO &4
JHFFH AR S B TAERCR . DRk, e i) FH &
T B A E O RE R 2, Ot RER 2R A
RS FH B 0 2B g 1 () — A [

I 5 v ' U o B () SR BRI, 5 T mT D
FEFN I L1 A DX 35k 1) % A I B mT DA S i o A e 4 42
BRI R R AR, AR T eRe R
RIETIEM R IE . TR, k2 1wt kil
Ak 2 I it 48 % (photochemical reflectance index,
PRINTE B4 Ak vF 52 b R AR FH 28 7 T B AT BROK 1)
77 . Gamon %% (1990, 1992) & 7& M £ [ H %
(Helianthus annuus) (1) 4= BE A= A4 14 B 2 TR 0 22 %)
4R PRI, BIFIFI531 nmkb )5G35 38 At 5 fE
FIHZE, R2Z AR T AFEEYIPRIFADES S5
IR R, WAPRINGRER] FH 2Pl S it 17—
AN ATAT (177 15 (Weng et al, 2006) . ESAPRIS %
P& S B R ARG R TR RIE, (HZ XK
RBEEYI B B R AR, 2B E )
o () - 5 s 2 AR IR 3 AR Ak (Garbulaky et al,
2011; Gamon, 2015; Fréchette et al, 2016). i &A1)
KRIEAT T = WA S KRG RIR D
R, "R SHW ARSI T EEA XK.
Nichol &5 (2006) % A~ 52 31 %7 5 el (R 21 AR ik AT T 5
T, T UGB T PRI SEBR 6 b 5 2 1 3 (O
PSIZ ()< R B2 . Song%%(2011) & B £ A Fef
T X 3 3/ FIPRIZ A B E R R, BILH
NS E =R  E R el - AR L N A DN G R AR IR N

{e PR LA 7 (Wang & Sousa, 2009).

AT A A 5 e A & 4 (L1-6400,
LI-COR, USA)FHEF # i S 1l & % (ASD FieldSpec
4, ASD, USA)75 I R HUZT B A (1) 06 5 B0 A s i
s, RE T 22w AEH W ARPRIS LUE)
KR HAVHE T A% N2 Fh H ALK 5 (Spartina
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Fig. 1 LUE-PRI relationship of the four types of mangrove
trees, i.e. Avicennia marina (Am), Avicennia marina affected
by Spartina alterniflora (Am-Sa), Aegiceras corniculatum
(Ac), Aegiceras corniculatum affected by Spartina alterniflora
(Ac-Sa). Adopted from Yang et al (2018).
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Fig. 2 The light use efficiency (LUE) (A) and photochemical reflectance index (PRI) (B) of four types of mangrove trees. Am,
Avicennia marina; Sa, Spartina alterniflora; Ac, Aegiceras corniculatum; Am-Sa, Avicennia marina affected by Spartina alterniflora;
Ac-Sa, Aegiceras corniculatum affected by Spartina alterniflora.
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