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Fig. 1 Plot of the Zn content versus the spectra

of Brassica Campestris L. leaf
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Fig. 2 Plot of the blue shift of red edge in the spectra

of Brassica Campestris L. leaf

Table 2 The regression models of Zn contents versus the spec-
tral indices A, . A; and S of Brassica Campestris L.

leaf
No. TR BHXREG?)
4 A1 =5. 68Inc;. —18. 54 0.942
5 Ay =—11. 28Inc;.+38. 18 0. 981
6 S=5.96lnc;,—21. 91 0. 969
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Fig. 3 Plot of the Zn content in Brassica Campestris L.
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Study on the Spectrum Response of Brassica Campestris L. Leaf to the
Zinc Pollution
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Abstract In the present paper, the spectrum response of Brassica Campestris L leaf to the stress of heavy metal zinc pollution
was studied in three spectral rangess of the red edge position (680-740 nm), the visible spectrum (460-680 nm) and the near in-
frared spectrum (750-1 000 nm). The results indicate that the Zn content in cabbage leaves increases and the chlorophyll level re-
duces with the increase in Zn concentration in soil. With the Zn content of Brassica Campestris L leaves increasing, the leaf
spectral reflectivity in visible light (A;) and the range of red edge shift (S) ascends, the the leaf spectral reflectivity in the near
infrared light (A;) decreases. The three indices of A;, A, and S are fitted much linearly with the logarithm of zinc content in
Brassica Campestris L leaves with the high squared regression coefficients of 0. 942, 0. 981 and 0. 969 respectively. The regres-

sion models are reliable to estimate the zinc content in Brassica Campestris L leaves.
Keywords Red edge position; Chlorophyll; Plant spectrum; Plant indicator
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