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Background

= Accurate grassland mapping can help to develop sustainable management strategies

= Remote sensing data enable mapping of relevant biophysical grassland parameters such as
biomass and LAI

= Bijophysical parameters can be estimated based on empirical or radiative transfer models

= Research questions: |
» Are the spectral and spatial resolutions of Sentinel-2 (5-2) data sufficient to quantify and -
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Data & Workflow N

= 21 central plot locations were selected in the field (Fig.1) o S
= |eaf Area Index (LAI), compressed sward height (CSH) and spectral measurements AAL >
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» ASD measurements were resampled to S-2 bands W o o CLer o 1gm fem  20m.
= Models were individually applied to a S-2 image to derive BM and LAI maps ol -
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Results & Discussion
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