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Usually by showing an array of discrepancies:

d = assessed DEM – reference DEM,

and some numbers such as min/max(d), mean(d), STD(d) and a histogram

But this approach is dependent on the type of terrain:

Different results will be achieved over different types of terrain even if the 

same method for establishing height is used. So, really this is not a perfect 

way to assess the accuracy of a DEM!

How is the accuracy of a DEM  assessed?



A typical visualization of an accuracy assessment of a DEM

http://www.fig2010.com/


Other method: Pixel-based assessment
[Becek, 2008, GRL, doi:10.1029/2008GL034592 ]

Term 1 is the instrument dependant component. The component may or may not be known;

Term 2 is the Target-induced component;

Term 3 is the environment dependant component.
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Variance of the Target-induced error can be estimated:
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where d is the pixel size. In the case of a topographic map d is 

equivalent to the contour interval. For example: for d = 1m σ= 0.29m
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Some of the world’s airports:



Runway at EPSC – Szczecin, Goleniów, Poland



Runway at EPSC – Szczecin, Goleniów, Poland



www.gedtf.org



ASTER-2 vs. SRTM



ASTER-2 a SRTM
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