1. Introduction

Land Degradation

_ Status and change in land productivity Satellite remote sensing methods have been
measured by net primary production (NPP; recommended for tracking NPP'? (see Fig. 3)

NeUtra I |ty see Fig 2.) was one of three indicators

Sustainable development goal (SDG) 15.3

Prod UCtIVIty Ind |Ctor adopted by the UN General Assembly in 2015:
& Remote Sensing
Challenges

adopted for monitoring SDG 15.3.7"

"By 2030, combat desertification, restore
degraded land and soil, including land affected
by desertification, drought and floods, and
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2, MethOdS & Cha"engeS Challenging to distinguish between Satellite measurements of productivity are Invasive species can have higher rates of

— anthropogenic and non-anthropogenic based on absorbed photosynthetically- productivity than native species.®

contributions to land degradation with active solar radiation, but it is difficult to
: : L remote sensing imagery.>1° accurately account for variations due to Agricultural lands can be highly productive
The normalized difference vegetation index " S . : - N
: : e : additional plant physiological or ecological while contributing to land degradation.
(NDVI) is derived from satellite imagery and is . . .
. 246,713 , Non-degraded areas for establishing factors (see Fig. 5).
related to biomass and NPP (see Fig.4) baseline productivity can be difficult if not Forest and agricultural lands can show a
impossible to identify and statistical Unknown limits of various land-cover negative productivity trend due to land
approaches can underestimate productivity.® productivity may lead to misclassification.> management practices(see Fig. 6).14
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Figure 5. The logical sequence of stages between (1) remotely-sensing measurements and (5) degradation of ecosystem services- illustrated using provision of food.®
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