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Fig.l] Comparison of chlorophyll content in
low light and controlled tomato.
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low light and controlled tomato.
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Fig. 3 Comparison of DT in salinity and
controlled tomato.
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Fig. 5 Comparison of stomatal resistance
in low light and controlled tomato.
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Fig. 6 Comparison of light absorbance in
low light and controlled tomato at a
wavelength of 1414 nm.
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Fig. 7 Comparison of light absorbance in
low light and controlled tomato at a
wavelength of 1904 nm.
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Fig. 8 Comparison of relative reflectance
in salinity and controlled tomato at a
wavelength 660 nm by MSR.

v}, canopy analyzer

A% A} AL B3 canopy
analyzero] <3 g s 2 F 4 ~
8 4 A=W JtedAct. EF Ik Fa9
A A3 w4 F5 9 AR A7
WETe B xolg Ee I Aol
7HE st .

canopy analyzer? A& 8 & A
o9 HAAl] A Hlwsd o
Ao AdFHo) NG #

—273—



Fge @ 4 At
vl Azt wzge o8 I EA
AE
2 ATN FSAs JTPeB Y27
vy A vlaged o7 JdE
stna stgov, Wz uEgd 9
el o] 7h5dd AZ77)E RAIFGES

oz AR ARt} vlwste] B,
YR +F02 Vet %ot YAG 2H
¢ @ 47b AU WA A w@go)
Age ¢ & g9

lo, g
et

4. 8% R EE

EvtES BAALL del, 4% 39 E
N deziE Hmy A& YAPR
3ol 7ts @ v AZ7A EL £
7l, 454 BFEA7, 494 42547,
71E ARER7], 2494 EFE47], 93
% BAMA, canopy analyzer& ol&3lo A
B AL, A0 97 FH EviESY 27 A
@ 7bsq odnsl 0 f89 AEE serel
7) gt £ AT Fo AFdE H$
3 2o

22 $3247, 718 AY2H7), 249
gREAyold. o] 3 2HH EREAY
e iy 9usgys e .2
A ey 2 Agol sHsatart,

b 9% A9 e gl Axd A
e A4 de 247, 7% AREA),
2y 2RENTIY. o F /1T A%
5470 o8 AL AzAWFsAo) 5

d Aoln gy HIEE 60 % FT2
L Z 7} A o]
7+ =A Jebwoh
2. taFd EAAS canopy analyzeroil
A% A3 AT ART 3 MA BF FE
5% 7tesdey, ddsFos HwEd
ot} BALAI 7Y canopy analyzer® . th -
3 Aoz Ayt

. ARAE. 1998 Qo] ASAse wnzy 3
G R whALE =R Addigta.

2. §54. 2000 EvtES AAAZH S
el A e =g Adoista,

3. Blazquez-CH, Nigg-HN, Hedley-LE,

Ramos-LE, Smpson-SE. 1996. Field
assessment of a fiber optic spectral
reflectance system. HortTechnology.
6(1):73-76.

4. Carter, G. A. 1994. Ratios of leaf
reflectances in narrow wavebands as
indicators of plant stress. Int. J. Remote

Sensing. 15(3):697-703.
5. Carter, G. A. 1994. Ratios of
reflectances in narrow wavebands as

leaf

indicators of plant stress. Int. J. Remote
Sensing. 15(3):697-703.

6. Jackson, Ray D., et al. 1986. Detection
and evaluation of plant stresses for crop

IEEE
Transactions on Geoscience and Remote
Sensing. 24(1):99-106.

7. Lichtenthaler, H. K., et al. 1998. Plant
stress

management decisions.

and
fluorescence. New York
Academy of Sciences. 455-460.

detection by reflectance

Annals of



