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Background and Problem

The National Ecological Observatory Network (NEON)
IS constructing an Airborne Observation Platform
(AOP) that will provide high resolution RGB, LIDAR, and
hyperspectral data over NEON field sites located across
the United States. The AOP payload includes the NEON
Imaging Spectrometer (NIS) that provides more than
420 bands of high resolution data across a spectral range
of 380 nm to 2510 nm. NEON atmospherically corrects its
hyperspectral remote sensing data using ATCOR-4, a
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In order to link the field spectra with the
remotely sensed data, we plotted the
alrborne data from the defined regions of
Interest against the ASD data (Figure 3). By
comparing the plots to an atmospheric
absorption spectrum, we were able to
determine what variable might cause noise at
that wavelength, and thus we knew which
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method that calculates surface reflectance and
temperature based on geocoded and orthorectified
iImagery. A challenge in atmospherically correcting the
remote sensing data is ensuring that the airborne spectra
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