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Catchment delineated from the original 0.25m DSM and 
resampled to 0.5m result in marked difference for UC04 and UC05



Simulation results from a 
degraded catchment (Ng): 
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Simulation results from a 
relatively intact catchment (UC05) 
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Implications

Micro-catchment delineations are more sensitive to DEM error in 
more intact peatlands

DSM suited for catchment delineation in low-canopy environments

Uncertainty in micro-catchment area may propagate error to 
hydrological analyses (e.g. water balance calculations)

Field assessment of watershed should be carried out where
possible



Uncertainty in catchment areas..

Certainly time for an Ottakringer!
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