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Abstract

This paper examines mathematical models for processing classical horizontal geodetic (triangulation and
trilateration) networks. Two rigorous parametric adjustment models are discussed. The first one is a well-known
model of adjustment in the geodetic coordinate system. This model is completely rigorous (functional and
stochastic parts) and uses unreduced distance and direction observations. The proposed alternative is a model of
planar network adjustment with observations rigorously reduced directly to the mapping plane. These ground-to-
grid reductions are simple and universal, regardless of which map projection is used. Slightly different results of
the planar network adjustment are obtained. The differences are attributed to a non-rigorous stochastic model.
In theory, the stochastic properties of the reduced observations should also be adapted. However, these
differences are very small and can always be neglected in geodetic and surveying practice.

Keywords: geodetic coordinates, horizontal geodetic network, least-squares adjustment, projected coordinates,
rigorous solution

Introduction

The concept and procedures of geodetic positioning have been fundamentally altered by the rise of global
navigation satellite systems (GNSS) in the 1980s and 1990s. The focus of research has shifted from the classical
concepts of geodetic positioning to concepts based on GNSS technology. Nevertheless, classical high-precision
terrestrial geodetic networks can sometimes still be a good alternative, for example in ground deformation
monitoring (e.g. Ruiz et al. 2003), or even indispensable in engineering surveying, especially in the case of
underground control networks (e.g. Stengele and Schitti-Stéhlin 2010).

Classical horizontal and vertical geodetic networks, which are realized by terrestrial measurements, are
traditionally separated and the so-called 2D plus 1D model is preferred to the 3D model, especially for high-
precision surveys for engineering and geoscience projects (Kuang 1996, p. 42). Furthermore, in many areas —
from scientific disciplines such as physics to practical applications in engineering surveys — it is acceptable
practice to calculate in planar Cartesian coordinates (Chrisman 2017). Thus, the approach to the classical
horizontal geodetic network computation in a projected coordinate system (henceforth: the conventional
computational approach) is still widely used in geodetic and surveying practice. Its main disadvantage compared
to the rigorous computation in the geodetic coordinate system is the inability to deal with networks crossing the
mapping zone boundaries (Shortis and Seager 1994).

Two rigorous parametric models for computation of coordinates of points in classical horizontal geodetic
networks, also called triangulation/trilateration or triangulateration networks, are investigated in the present paper.
A general remark on the use of the term ‘rigorous’ in this paper: It is assumed that a rigorous solution is given in
a strict mathematical way by using closed-form equations, without approximations. Still, both models require
iterative solutions. Approaches to the computation of classical terrestrial geodetic networks from the seventies
and eighties of the 20th century are examined, see e.g. Krakiwsky and Thomson (1978), Hradilek (1979), Vincenty
(1980), and Mezera and Shrestha (1984). The solutions investigated in this paper are designed for computations:

e in the geodetic coordinate system and
e in projected coordinate systems, also known as the map grid or state plane coordinate systems.

! Surveying and Mapping Authority of the Republic of Slovenia, Zemljemerska ulica 12, SI-1000 Ljubljana, Slovenia
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5074-6738 (corresponding author), email: sandi.berk@gov.si

2 Prof., University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Civil and Geodetic Engineering, Jamova cesta 2, SI-1000 Ljubljana, Slovenia
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3119-9967



https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5074-6738
mailto:sandi.berk@gov.si
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3119-9967

Both solutions are based on the parametric model of three-dimensional geodetic network adjustment in the
geodetic coordinate system. The main objective of this paper is a detailed presentation and performance analysis
of a simple but rigorous functional model of horizontal geodetic network adjustment in the projected coordinate
system. The model introduces strict ground-to-grid reductions of observations. It was also implemented in the
software (Berk 2008, pp. 22—-26). Although the approach is known from literature (e.g. Vanic¢ek and Krakiwsky
1986, p. 363), it seems to be somewhat overlooked. The conventional stepwise reductions are widely used in
geodetic and surveying practice as well as in software solutions. After the submission of an early version of this
paper in 2014, such direct reductions were analyzed by Kadaj (2016). However, the same idea applied to the
reduction of long spatial distances to a reference ellipsoid can already be found in the proposal of Fotiou (1997).
In the present paper, strict ground-to-grid reductions of distance and direction observations are combined with the
height-controlled computational approach proposed by Vincenty (1980). A completely rigorous functional model
of planar network adjustment is proposed — regardless of the map projection used. An insight is also given into
the non-rigorous character of the stochastic model of the conventional planar network adjustment.

Processing of Classical Horizontal Geodetic Networks

As previously mentioned, the computation of classical terrestrial geodetic networks can be divided into the
horizontal and vertical components. The vertical network must be solved first because the resulting heights of
points are fixed in the computation of the horizontal geodetic network. A rigorous computation of the latter
requires ellipsoidal heights (Sideris 1990); therefore, the normal or orthometric heights must be transformed into
ellipsoidal heights by using an appropriate height reference surface (e.g. geoid or quasi-geoid model). In the case
of trigonometric heighting, the entire process — starting with the vertical network computation — should be
repeated, since the accurate distances between the network points improve the accuracy of the calculated heights
(Vincenty 1980).

The unknowns in the horizontal geodetic network adjustment are:

e coordinate unknowns — normally two for each new network point, but see also Vincenty’s (1980) proposal of
triplets of Cartesian coordinates (X, Y, Z) and additional constraint functions, and

e orientation unknowns — normally one for each network point at which the directions are measured, but
individual groups of sets of observations could also be processed separately by introducing more than one
orientation unknown; if there is no common direction between them (e.g. in difficult weather conditions
during measurement), an additional orientation unknown is indispensable.

The coordinate unknowns depend on the coordinate system used for computations. Two types of coordinates are
considered here:

o (4, ¢) ... geodetic longitudes and latitudes as coordinates of points in the geodetic coordinate system and
e (e,n) ... easting and northing coordinates of points in projected coordinate systems.

Three basic conventional terrestrial observables connecting the ith standpoint (an occupied network point) with
the jth forepoint (a target point) — indexed by i, j — are:

e D;; ... spatial straight-line distance between the standpoint and the forepoint,

e Z;; .. zenith distance at the standpoint, measured to the forepoint, and

e A;; .. azimuth at the standpoint, measured to the forepoint.

The azimuth is normally not measured directly; when using the directional method (Ghilani and Wolf 2006, p.
101), the azimuth is expressed in terms of the horizontal direction observable (henceforth: direction observable)
and the orientation unknown. The direction observable for the kth group of sets of observations at the standpoint
is:

® R;j ... horizontal direction at the standpoint, measured to the forepoint from the reference direction.

The input data for the horizontal geodetic network computation are distance and direction observations together
with the corresponding weight matrix. It is assumed hereinafter that the raw observations are adequately
preprocessed, resulting in:



e D;; .. mark-to-mark spatial straight-line distance observation and
® R ... direction observation, obtained as a reduced mean value of sets of horizontal directions in the local
geodetic system.

The preprocessing of the original observations includes the transformation from the local astronomical to the local
geodetic system, taking into account the vertical deflections (Torge 2001, p. 243). This is even more important
after the introduction of the GRS80 ellipsoid associated with a new geocentric terrestrial geodetic datum
(Featherstone and Riieger 2000). The deflections of the vertical at the network points and the corresponding
geoidal heights could be determined either by measurements (e.g. Hirt et al. 2010) or by modelling (e.g. Hirt
2010). In addition to the gravity field corrections mentioned above, all necessary meteorological corrections,
instrumental calibration corrections and reductions to the mark-to-mark distances should also be carried out; see
e.g. Kuang (1996, pp. 43-57). These preliminary reductions will not be discussed here to be able to focus on the
main idea of the paper and present it as comprehensively as possible. However, the remarks at the end of this
paper explain how the heights of instruments and targets as well as the components of the vertical deflections can
also be rigorously introduced in the proposed adjustment model.

In order to determine a unique solution for the horizontal geodetic network computation based on redundant
observations, least-squares adjustment technique should be applied. Assuming that the observations are normally
distributed, this technique proves to provide the maximum likelihood estimation (e.g. Caspary 1988, p. 5). Using
the notation of the well-known Gauss-Markov model, it is introduced as follows: E{l} = Ax and D{l} = 2P 1,
where [ is the vector of the observations, x is the vector of the network unknowns, A is the network configuration
or design matrix, P is the weight matrix of observations, and oZ is the a priori variance factor. The estimated
vector of the network unknowns is obtained as follows (Caspary 1988, p. 5):

%= (ATPA) AP (1)

For stochastically independent observations, the weight matrix P can be created as a diagonal matrix (Caspary
1988, p. 5). However, in the case of correlated observations, a fully populated weight matrix should be used.
Stochastic independence in surveying practice is difficult to achieve; correlations in a group of sets of horizontal
directions, for example, have been investigated by Kregar et al. (2013).

Dealing with a nonlinear least-squares problem generally requires linearization and an iterative solution technique
(Teunissen 1990); a direct method for solving nonlinear problems is only possible in some special cases (e.g.
Awange et al. 2003). Consequently, the vector of the observations I is calculated as the misclosure vector with
the observed minus calculated values of observables. Similarly, the vector of the network unknowns x is
calculated as the estimated minus approximate unknowns (Caspary 1988, p. 5).

Rigorous Mathematical Model of the Network Adjustment in the Geodetic Coordinate System

One can start from the parametric model for the three-dimensional geodetic network computation in the geodetic
coordinate system (4, ¢, h) and, following the approach of Vincenty (1980), assume that the ellipsoidal heights of
points (h) are known values. Constants defining the size and shape of the reference ellipsoid are:

e a ... major semi-axis and
e ¢ ... first numerical eccentricity.

Three parameters should be introduced first:
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M; is the radius of curvature of the meridian arc (meridian radius of curvature) and N; is the radius of curvature
of the prime vertical (prime vertical radius of curvature) at the latitude ¢;, see e.g. Vani¢ek and Krakiwsky (1986,
pp. 111-112 and p. 324) or Torge (2001, p. 96). v; is the derivative of the prime vertical radius of curvature with
respect to the latitude ¢;.

Coordinate differences between the ith standpoint and the jth forepoint in the local geodetic system (4x; ;, 4y; j,

and 4z; ;) can be expressed in terms of the three basic conventional terrestrial observables (D; ;, Z; ;, and 4, ;) as
follows (e.g. Hradilek 1979):

4x;j = D;jsinZ; jcos A; %)

Ay;j=D;jsinZ;jsin4; (6)

4z;; = D;jcosZ;; @)

It is appropriate to introduce some auxiliary parameters for the network baseline between the ith standpoint and
the jth forepoint as follows:

adij= A — 4 (8)
@;j = COS @; sin@; — sin@; cos @; cos 44, ; 9
Bij = sing; sing; + cos @; cos ¢; cos 44; ; (10)
The coordinate differences 4x; ;, 4y; j, and 4z; ; in Egs. (5) to (7) can now be expressed as follows:
Ax;; = ai'j(Nj + hj) — eZ(Nj sing; — N; sin (pi) COS @; (11)
4y; ; = (N; + h;) cos @j sin 44; ; (12)
4z;; = B; j(N; + h;) — e?(N; sing; — N; sing;) sing; — N; — h; (13)

By solving the system of three Egs. (5) to (7), one can obtain the observables expressed in terms of the coordinate
unknowns 4;, @;, 4;, and ¢; as follows:

A= arctan2g(Ayi,j, Axl-,j) (15)

where the arctan2g function within the interval [0, 2m) can — by adapting the example of Vermeille (2004) for
the geodetic longitude determination — safely be calculated as
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Eg. (16) is an improvement of the solution proposed by Meyer and Conshick (2014); the latter may lead to a
division by zero for 4y; ; = 0 A 4x;; < 0.

As already mentioned, the corresponding direction observable in the local geodetic system is an indirect
observable, which is defined as follows:

Rijx =Aij— 0ik (17)

where o; j is the orientation unknown for the respective (kth) group of direction observations at the ith standpoint;
this is the angle between the geodetic north and the reference direction; see Fig. 1. Egs. (14), (15), and (17) form
the basis for a rigorous parametric model of adjustment of horizontal geodetic networks in the geodetic coordinate
system. Differences between the calculated values of observables D; ; and R; ; ;. (based on the approximate values

!

of the network unknowns) and the observations D; ; and R; ; , — see the misclosure vector I in Eq. (1) — can be
expressed as follows:
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To avoid lengthy equations representing the elements of the network design matrix, these additional auxiliary
parameters can be used for the network baseline connecting the ith standpoint and the jth forepoint:

Pij = % Sij = % (20)-(21)
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wy=k =5 &y=5 (22)-24)
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Partial derivatives of the distance observable D; ; with respect to the network unknowns 4;, ¢;, 4;, and ¢; can be
expressed as follows:
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Partial derivatives of the direction observable R; ; , with respect to the network unknowns 4;, ¢;, 4;, ¢;, and o;
can be expressed as follows:
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All elements of the network design matrix for the network adjustment in the geodetic coordinate system — Egs.
(31) to (39) — are defined for any pair of points that differ in their horizontal positions and is located near the
reference ellipsoid surface (Earth’s surface). The only (but irrelevant) exceptions for the direction observations
are some pairs of antipodal points, i.e., the poles P;(0°,+£90°,h;), Pj(0°,$90°, h]-), or diametrically opposite
points on the equator P;(4;,0° h;), P]-(/li + 180°,0°, h]-). Such pairs of points lead to a division by zero since
Ax}j + 4y?; = 0 —see denominators in Egs. (20) and (21).

The corresponding network design matrix A, (subscript g is for geodetic coordinate system) can be created as
follows:

ODi_j ODi’j aDi,]' ODi’j 0 0 0
FYRr oy op;
A, = : P P (40)
0 aRj’k’l aRj’k’l aRj’k’l aRj’k’l aRj’k’l
BA] 640] 6/1k ang aOi,l

where D; ; refers to the spatial straight-line distance between the ith and jth network point and R; ; ; refers to the

direction observable from the jth standpoint to the kth forepoint, obtained within the Ith group of observations.
The vector of the network unknowns %, is estimated using Eqg. (1).

For the test network presented in the second part of this article it is assumed that the a priori variance factor is not
reliably known. Therefore, the a posteriori variance factor 63 is used here instead of the a priori variance factor
o, as usual (e.g. Kuang 1996, p. 165; Caspary 1988, p 40), to estimate the accuracy of the network unknowns.
The variance-covariance matrix of the estimated network unknowns from the adjustment in the geodetic
coordinate system is therefore expressed as:

R -1
I, = 65 (AgPAy) (41)
with the estimated a posteriori variance factor defined as:
v Py
68 = (42)
r
where 7 is the number of redundant observations and v is the residual vector obtained as follows:
v=Agxy— 1 (43)

The resulting accuracy estimates of the network points refer to the orthogonal curvilinear geodetic coordinates
(4, ). For the transformation on a differential manifold between curvilinear and linear geodetic coordinates (&, 1)
the so-called metric or Lamé matrix H; is used as follows:

il =5

| = H; 44
[ni ‘o “4)
which is modified for the horizontal geodetic network by omitting the height component (cf. Soler and Smith
2010):

(45)

H, = [Nl- COS @; 0]

0 M;
where M; and N; are the principal radii of curvature from Egs. (2) and (3). In this way, the accuracy estimates

obtained are measured in linear units and refer to the footpoint on the reference ellipsoid. The corresponding block
matrix H, which is here referred to as the network metric matrix, can be created as follows:



0 0 0 01
[#] 0 0 0 " 0
00 ' 0 0

H=|0 o L] 0 " 0 (46)
00 .00 .. 1 ..0
o0 .. 00 .. 0 .. 1

where the lower right identity sub-matrix is of the size corresponding to the number of orientation unknowns, and
the diagonal sub-matrix A; is the Lamé matrix for the ith new network point, Eq. (45). The corresponding
variance-covariance matrix (in linear units for the coordinate unknown estimates) is:

_ A2 T -1
Xy, = GcH(AGPA,) H (47)
and can be written as:
66_1'01"1
[Z;] 5@-0;,
22, =1 : . L (48)
66_1'01',1 61’_11'0]"1 63],’1

where the lower right part of the diagonal contains the estimated variances of the orientation unknowns, e.g. for
the jth standpoint and [lth group of observations, and the ith diagonal sub-matrix X; contains the estimated
variances and covariances of the pair of coordinates for the ith new network point:

62 O5.7.
3 = [ “ f;"‘] (49)
0, O

The above matrix elements refer to the local geodetic system and are given in linear units. The corresponding
standard confidence ellipse elements for the ith network point are (e.g. Kuang 1996, pp. 164-168):

_ 2 202 . aA
i = (02, - 33" + 402, (50
Y . - s Y[ o -
@y =3 |6+ 0n + @i bi=3 |65+ 05, — T (51)-(52)
0 é'\e—iﬁi =0

PN ~2 A2 A~
EarctanZg(Zaéiﬁi,Géi - Gﬁi) Oy # 0

where arctan2g is defined by Eq. (16), g; is an auxiliary parameter, @; is the major semi-axis, b; is the minor
semi-axis, and t; is the azimuth of the major semi-axis, which is given here on the interval [0, 7).

Rigorous Mathematical Model of the Network Adjustment in a Projected Coordinate System

The conventional computational approach to determine the coordinates of points of a horizontal geodetic network
in a projected coordinate system (e, n) involves (Torge 2001, p. 311):

o the reduction of terrestrial observations into the projected coordinate system and
¢ the adjustment of reduced observations as if they were measured on a flat Earth.



The conventional computational approach generally requires a conformal mapping (e.g. Kuang 1996, p. 59).
Starting with the mark-to-mark corrected observations in the local geodetic system, three additional steps of
geometric reduction of observations are required (e.g. Vani¢ek and Krakiwsky 1986, pp. 348—-352 and 361-362;
Kuang 1996, pp. 56-62; Torge 2001, pp. 243-245).

The first step comprises the reduction of observations to the reference ellipsoid. The distance observation is first
reduced from the spatial straight line between the standpoint and the forepoint to the normal section on the
reference ellipsoid — its intersection with the plane containing the normal through the standpoint and the footpoint
of the forepoint (spatial straight line to normal section distance reduction). The direction observation is first
reduced from the horizontal direction in the local geodetic system pointing to the forepoint to the direction
pointing to the footpoint of the forepoint on the reference ellipsoid (skew-normal direction reduction).

The second and third steps of geometric reduction of observations are:

o reductions of observations from the normal section on the reference ellipsoid to the geodesic between the
footpoint of the standpoint and the footpoint of the forepoint (hormal section to geodesic reductions) and

e reductions of observations from the surface of the reference ellipsoid to the mapping plane; simply explained
as the reductions from the geodesic to the straight line between the projected standpoint and the projected
forepoint on the mapping plane (arc-to-chord reductions).

The change of the coordinate system for the coordinate unknowns can be realized by applying the corresponding
mapping equations as follows:

e; = e(A;, ¢;) (54)
n; = n(d;, ;) (55)

The inverse mapping equations needed to calculate the geodetic coordinates of a point from the projected
coordinates can be written formally as:

A; = Mey,ny) (56)
»; = ¢(e;,n;) (57)
Let the coordinate differences of adjacent network points be denoted as:
de;j=e — ¢ (58)
ang; =n;—n; (59)

The observables in the projected coordinate system are grid distance 51-, ; and grid azimuth A; ; of the chord (e.g.
Vanicek and Krakiwsky 1986, pp. 403—404; Ghilani and Wolf 2006, p. 236 and 256):

A; ; = arctan2g(4e; ;, 4n; ;) (61)

where arctan2g is defined by Eq. (16). Grid azimuth or grid bearing Ai,j is an indirect observable. However,
instead of introducing the conventional orientation unknown, see o, in Fig. 1, the relationship between the grid
azimuth and the chosen direction observable Ri,j,k can be defined as (see Fig. 1):

Riji=A4ij— 0y (62)
where o;  is the orientation unknown for the respective (kth) group of direction observations at the ith standpoint
—the same orientation unknown is used for the model of the network adjustment in the geodetic coordinate system,
which is presented in the previous section. This is a crucial point of the approach proposed in this paper.
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Fig. 1. Relations between the direction observables in the network adjustment models for computations
in geodetic (left) and projected coordinate systems (right)

Fig. 1 demands some explanation. The left side shows the approach used for the orientation of the horizontal
directions in the local geodetic system: the direction observable (R; ;) and the geodetic azimuth (4;;) are
connected by the orientation unknown (o; ;) — see Eq. (17), where:

e P andP; ... are the ith standpoint and the jth forepoint,

e N ... indicates the direction of the meridian through the standpoint due true or geodetic north (x axis of the
local geodetic system),

e O ... indicates the reference direction of the horizontal circle of the theodolite,
F ... indicates the (measured) direction to the forepoint, and

e F ... indicates the direction of the tangent to the geodesic towards the footpoint of the forepoint on the
reference ellipsoid.

The right side of Fig. 1 shows the approach used for the orientation of reduced horizontal directions in a projected
coordinate system (not necessarily on a conformal mapping plane): the chosen direction observable (R; k) and
grid azimuth (Ai,j) are connected by the same orientation unknown (o; &) — see Eq. (62), where:

e P’;and P’; ... are the projected ith standpoint and the projected jth forepoint,

e N, ... indicates the direction, which is parallel to the ordinate axis (n axis) of the projected coordinate system
through the standpoint,
N’ ... indicates the direction of the tangent to the projected meridian through the standpoint due north,

e O’ ...iIndicates the direction of the tangent to the projected reference direction of the theodolite, and

e F” ... indicates the direction of the tangent to the projected geodesic towards the footpoint of the forepoint on
the reference ellipsoid, and
e [ ... indicates the direction of the chord of the projected geodesic towards the footpoint of the forepoint on

the reference ellipsoid.
The remaining quantities in Fig. 1 are:

e y; ... meridian or grid convergence at the ith standpoint, measured from the true north (e.g. Vani¢ek and
Krakiwsky 1986, p. 361) — therefore the minus sign in Fig. 1,

e w;; ... angular distortion at the ith standpoint for the direction to the jth forepoint, which is zero in the case
of conformal mapping,

® w; ... angular distortion at the ith standpoint for the reference direction in the kth group of observations,
which is zero in the case of conformal mapping,



e ;... skew-normal reduction plus normal section to geodesic reduction at the ith standpoint for the direction
to the jth forepoint (e.g. Torge 2001, pp. 243-244),

e §;; ... arc-to-chord reduction at the ith standpoint for the direction to the jth forepoint (e.g. Kuang 1996, p.
61),

® 0f) =0k — Vi + w; ... orientation unknown as defined in the conventional computational approach (with
w;, = 0 as ageneral rule), and

o 1y =A A=Yttt 8 j ... the total one-step reduction at the ith standpoint for the direction
to the jth forepoint, as proposed in this paper.

The above signs of individual reductions may also vary according to their definition by different authors. The
chosen orientation unknown (o; ;) does not match the corresponding orientation unknown in the conventional
computational approach (o; ) — unless a conformal (w; , = 0) cylindrical (y; = 0) projection is used (e.g. normal
Mercator projection). In the case of non-conformal mapping, the formula for the maximum angular distortion at
the ith point (w;) can be derived (e.g. Snyder 1987, pp. 20-24); however, the azimuth-dependent angular distortion
(w; ;) can be very complex to handle.

Details of geometric reduction of the distance observations will not be discussed here. An advantage of the
proposed definitions of orientation angles and direction observables is that reductions can be rigorously applied
to both types of observations. By applying Egs. (14), (15), (17), and (60) to (62) — see also Fig. 1 — the reductions
can be expressed as:

"py; = Dij—D;j= \/Aeizlj + Anl'z,j B \/Axizrj t Ayin + Azizrf (63)

Ta, = A;;—Aij = Rijx — Ry, = arctan2g(de; j, an; ;) — arctan2g(4y; j, 4x; ;) (64)

Formulas used to reduce observations in the conventional computational approach involve a certain degree of
approximation. For example, even the most accurate straightforward reduction of the spatial distances to a
reference ellipsoid can lead to errors of up to 0.08 mm (Thomson and Vani¢ek 1974). The formulas for the
traditional arc-to-chord distance and direction reductions also depend on the mapping equations and involve
working with the parametric equations of the projected geodesic and evaluating its curvature (Vani¢ek and
Krakiwsky 1986, pp. 362—363). The advantage of the proposed Egs. (63) and (64) is therefore that they are simple,
strict (i.e., closed-form equations are applied), and universal, regardless of which map projection is used — even
non-conformal mapping is allowed. Reductions of observations from the local geodetic system directly into the
projected coordinate system can now be performed as follows:

D’l,J = Di’.j + rDi,j (65)
Riji=Riji+Ta, (66)

The differences between the calculated values of observables and the respective reduced distance and direction
observations can be expressed as follows:

_ R 5 O_RH ’ 2 2

lﬁi’,j,k = R{,j,k — Ri,]-’k = R{,j,k — arctanZg(Aeirj, Anirj) + 0k (68)

By inserting Egs. (65) and (66) for both reductions, these misclosures can be expressed in a way that has already
been seen in the previous section — compare with Egs. (18) and (19):

— 2 2 2

lgr = R{,j,k - arctanZg(Ayl-J-, Axl-rj) + 0k (70)

ij.k
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The only additional effort required to apply Egs. (69) and (70) is the simultaneous conversion of the improved
projected coordinates into the improved geodetic coordinates in each computational iteration using the
corresponding inverse mapping Egs. (56) and (57).

At this point, it can be emphasized that any definition of the orientation angle other than the proposed o; , would
have some disadvantages for further theoretical considerations — see the mapping design matrix, Eq. (83). In the
case of conformal mapping (w;, = 0) and the conventional orientation angle (of, = 0, — ¥;), see Fig. 1, the
mapping design matrix would obtain additional non-zero off-diagonal elements with partial derivatives of the
meridian convergence from Eq. (86) with respect to the geodetic longitude and latitude. These elements contain
the second-order partial and mixed derivatives of the mapping functions from Egs. (54) and (55). The presented
model is simpler and more general, since it requires only the first-order derivatives of the projected coordinates
with respect to the geodetic coordinates; in case of non-conformal mapping, the matter would be even more
complicated.

Here the well-known elements of the network design matrix A shall be repeated; see e.g. Mikhail and Gracie
(1981, pp. 266-272) or Ghilani and Wolf (2006, p. 237 and p. 257). The partial derivatives of the reduced distance
observable D’i, ; With respect to the network unknowns e;, n;, e;, and n; can be expressed as follows:

651-,]- _ —Aei'j aDl"j _ —Ani’j (71)_(72)
aei Ei,j ani Ei,j

J_ _ 9% J_ 2% 73)~(74
aej Bei a?’l] ani ( ) ( )

Partial derivatives of the reduced direction observable R; ;x With respect to the network unknowns e;, n;, e;, n;,
and o; ; can be expressed as follows:
aRi‘j,k _ —Ani,j aRi'j,k _ Aei,j

, 2 . P2
de; D{; on; D

(75)—(76)

ORij _ ORijx ORyjx  ORij ORijy (77)(79)
de; de;  On; on; 00

The corresponding network design matrix A,, (subscript p is for projected coordinate system) can be created as
follows:

oD, oD, aD,; oD,
- Z 2 Moo 0 .. 0
aei ani ae] a?’l]
Ag=|~ P N I R (80)
0 0 aRj’k,l aRj’k’l aRj,k'l aRj,k'l aRjykrl
de; an; 7 Oe on, 7 doyy

where Ei, ; refers to the chord distance between the ith and jth network point and ﬁj,k,l refers to the direction

observable from the jth standpoint to the kth forepoint, obtained within the Ith group of observations. In this way,
a rigorous functional model of adjustment in the projected coordinate system is created. The vector of the network

unknowns §p is estimated with Eq. (1) by introducing the network design matrix from Eq. (80).

Again, it is assumed that the a priori variance factor is not reliably known — see remarks before Eq. (41) —, therefore
the variance-covariance matrix of the estimated network unknowns from the adjustment in the projected
coordinate system is expressed as:

P -1
Zz =05 (ApPAy) (81)

%

with the a posteriori variance factor 2 determined in the same way as in the previous section, see Eq. (42), but
using observation residuals from the planar network adjustment. It should be noted that the observation residuals
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from this planar network adjustment differ slightly from those obtained with Eq. (43), which is due to the reduction
of observations to the mapping plane, see discussion of the non-rigorousness of the conventional planar
adjustment model.

The standard confidence ellipses of the new network points in the projected coordinate system can now be
determined by using the variance-covariance matrix elements from Eqg. (81) and applying Egs. (50) to (53).

Conversion of the Computation Results into a Projected Coordinate System

In order to be able to compare the results of the presented planar model of the computation of horizontal geodetic
networks (§p, E;p) with the results of the computation in the geodetic coordinate system, the latter should be
rigorously converted into a projected coordinate system (X, Exp). The estimated coordinate unknowns (X4) can

be converted with the corresponding mapping Egs. (54) and (55). To adapt the corresponding variance-covariance
matrix of the estimated network unknowns (Egg) obtained with Eq. (41), the law of variance-covariance

propagation (e.g. Mikhail and Gracie 1981, pp. 152-154) can be used as follows:
Zz, = AmZz,Am (82)

where 4,, is here referred to as the mapping design matrix and can be created as follows:

- 00 0 0
Al e g g =g =
Vo P
Ap =10 0 Uil 0 "0 (83)
o0 .00 .1 ..0
0 0 .. 00 . 0 . 1L

and where the lower right identity sub-matrix is of the size corresponding to the number of orientation unknowns,
and the sub-matrix /; is the Jacobian matrix of the map projection determined for the ith new network point and
created as follows:

de Oe
0A; 0g;
Ji= anl 6?11 (84)
a_/li d9;
The standard confidence ellipses of the new network points in the projected coordinate system can now rigorously
be determined by using the variance-covariance matrix elements from Eq. (82) and applying Egs. (50) to (53).

In general, map projections used for horizontal geodetic network computations are given with rather complicated
equations, and the corresponding Jacobian matrices are rarely published. However, for conformal projections, the
scale factor and meridian convergence are always given. They can be derived by using only half of the elements
of the Jacobian matrix, e.g. from partial derivatives of mapping equations with respect to the geodetic longitude
(Vanicek and Krakiwsky 1986, pp. 360—361):

1 de\*> /0n\>
= —— (_e) n (_“) (85)
Ni COS @; 6/11 6ll
_ arct ( dn /de ) 86
y; = arctan on/ o, (86)

The standard confidence ellipses in the projected coordinate system (a;, b;, and t;) can also be obtained from the
corresponding standard confidence ellipses in the local geodetic system (a;, b;, and t;), see Egs. (50) to (53), by
simply scaling and rotating them as follows:
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a; = kl-dl- bi = kiEi ti =vi + EL’ (87)_(89)

where k; is the scale factor, and y; is the meridian convergence at the ith new network point, see Egs. (85) and
(86). This is an alternative way to rigorously determine the standard confidence ellipse only in the case of a
conformal mapping; otherwise, the corresponding elements of the Tissot’s indicatrix — see e.g. Snyder (1987, pp.
20-27) — are required to be able to define the parameters of the affine transformation of the original standard
confidence ellipse.

Non-Rigorousness of Planar Adjustment Models

When using the presented models for computing classical horizontal networks in the geodetic and projected
coordinate systems in the numerical examples that follow below, equal and correct results are obtained if, but only
if, the observation set is error-free, see Table 2. This confirms the rigorousness of the two functional models of
the network adjustment. The reason for very small differences in the estimated coordinates of new network points,
which occur from error-prone observations, can thus be attributed to the stochastic modelling. It can be stressed
that the first model (for the geodetic coordinate system) uses original observations that are — contrary to the
conventional ellipsoidal model (cf. Krakiwsky and Thomson 1978; Vanic¢ek and Krakiwsky 1986, pp. 401-403)
—not reduced to the surface of the reference ellipsoid (Vincenty 1980). The second model (for projected coordinate
systems) — like the conventional planar adjustment model — uses observations which are, however, reduced to the
mapping plane. It can be expected that such adaption of the original observations (as used in the first model) will
also change their stochastic properties. Such modified observations may also be correlated. Their stochastic
independence can only be maintained in a few special cases; one example is the introduction of quadrance and
spread instead of the original distance and direction observations which, incidentally, should be measured on a
flat Earth (Fuhrmann and Navratil 2013). In general, a network computation in a projected coordinate system
(suffering distortions) cannot provide fully accurate results. The observations reduced to the mapping plane
slightly change their stochastic properties and the use of the original weight matrix also for the reduced
observations leads to a loss of rigorousness of the stochastic model of the network adjustment.

The main difference between the presented and the conventional computational approach is the definition of the
orientation unknowns. Both mathematical models presented here — for computations in the geodetic and projected
coordinate systems — use the same orientation unknowns, so that the misclosure vector I can be generated in the
same way for both, see Egs. (18) and (19) vs. (69) and (70). Consequently, the adapted weight matrix of the
reduced observations P (since it is the only unknown) should satisfy the equation 4,, X4 = X, which leads to

An(ATPA,) " ATPL= (ATPA,) " ATPL, and finaly to
An(ATPA,)'ATP = (ATPA,) T ATP (90)

The left side of Eq. (90) follows from the vector of the network unknowns in the geodetic coordinate system,
which is converted into the vector of the network unknowns in the corresponding projected coordinate system by
means of the mapping design matrix from Eqg. (83). The right side of Eq. (90) follows directly from the vector of
the network unknowns from the computation in the projected coordinate system but applying the adapted weight
matrix (of reduced observations). The calculation of both sides of Eq. (90) for the test network configuration and
the Conformal Cylindrical projection used in the following section by assuming that P = P yield slight differences
(already in the first computational iteration with equal input data for both models). This implies that P should be
close but not equal to P.

Looking for a convenient way of determining the adapted weight matrix P from Eq. (90) is left for possible future
research. Obviously, much less effort to achieve a completely rigorous solution in the projected coordinate system
(if really needed) is required when using the mathematical model for the computation in the geodetic coordinate
system. The results can further be transformed into the corresponding projected coordinate system in a rigorous
way.
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Numerical Examples

A fictitious network is created, and different map projections are used to test the performance of both mathematical
models for computing classical horizontal geodetic networks. This section presents:

map projections used for testing,

a fictitious test network,

simulation of measurement campaigns, and

results of the test computations with some remarks.

A self-developed software is used for testing, which implements both mathematical models. It is written in C++
and uses double-precision floating-point arithmetic. The matrix arithmetic algorithms are taken from Press et al.
(1992).

Map Projections Used for Testing

Three map projections from the reference ellipsoid to the plane are selected to test the proposed models for
computing classical horizontal geodetic networks in projected coordinate systems:

e Conformal Cylindrical (CC) projection,
e Equal-Area Cylindrical (EAC) projection, and
e Transverse Mercator (TM) projection.

The first two projections (CC and EAC) realize simple, rigorous mappings from a reference ellipsoid to the plane
and are adapted for local applications (Safari and Ardalan 2007). The mapping equations for the Conformal
Cylindrical projection are:

ecc; = No (A; — Ag) cos @ (91)
Nee; = No(W (@) — W(@o)) cos @q (92)

where A, and ¢, are the selected standard longitude and latitude (i.e., a centroid of the network) and
Y (@) = arcsinh(tan ¢) — e arctanh(e sin @) (93)

is the isometric latitude (Snyder 1987, p. 15). The corresponding Jacobian matrix for the CC projection — to be
able to create the mapping design matrix, Eq. (83), — is (Safari and Ardalan 2007):

Ny cos g 0
]CCi = 0 MiNO COS Yo (94)
Njcos ¢;
The scale factor and meridian convergence for the CC projection are:
_ Ny cos @ _
kccl- = N; cos Yec; = 0 (95)—(96)
The mapping equations for the Equal-Area Cylindrical projection are (Safari and Ardalan 2007):
eeac; = No (A; — o) cos @y (97)
2
= — ) — 98
NEac; 2N, cos @ (a(ey) — aleo)) (98)

where A, and ¢, are the selected standard longitude and latitude and

sin arctanh(e sin
¢ . ( <p)> (99)

alp) = (1-e?) (1

—e?sin? ¢ e
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is an auxiliary parameter used to define the authalic latitude (Snyder 1987, p. 101). The corresponding Jacobian
matrix for the EAC projection is (Safari and Ardalan 2007):

Ny cos @ 0
]EACl' = 0 MiNi COS @i (100)
Nycos ¢

Since the EAC projection is not conformal, the scale factor changes with the azimuth (4). However, the extreme
scale factors at the ith network point — the major and minor semi-axis of its Tissot’s indicatrix — can be derived
(e.g. Snyder 1987, pp. 20-27). The obtained maximum and minimum scale factors for the EAC projection are as
follows:

ki +1+|k7—1|

= 101

oK, Keac, 2%, (10
k2 +1—|k2 -1

i = 102

oI Kac, 20, (102

where k; is equal to the scale factor for the CC projection (k¢;), see Eqg. (95).

The inverse mapping for the CC and EAC projections is realized with the Newton-Raphson iteration method as
follows (Bildirici 2017):

_ de On de On 103
L 6/11 a(pl a(pl 6/11 ( )
- 1/ de on
A=A+ 4\ 90, (A, ;) —ny) — 90 (e(A, i) —ep) (104)
B 1(0dn de
P =@ + 4 \az, (e(A, i) —e) — o (n(4;, @) — ny) (105)

where d; is the Jacobian deteminant, i.e., the determinant of the Jacobian matrix in Eq. (84), and (4;, ;) are the
improved geodetic coordinates (for use in the next iteration) of the ith network point, which is given with the
projected coordinates (e;, n;).

Exact mapping equations for the Transverse Mercator projection could be implemented by using Jacobian elliptic
functions (Lee 1976). However, the extensions of Kriiger’s series for direct and inverse mapping are used here;
the accuracy of a few nanometers within the 3,900 km of the central meridian is guaranteed, which is comparable
with the exact method but more than five times faster (Karney 2011). The mapping equations for ez, ; and nry;,

which are based on the Karney series, as well as the highly accurate scale factor kry; and the meridian
convergence yry;, which are published by Kawase (2013), are not repeated here.

The Conformal Cylindrical and Equal-Area Cylindrical projections are chosen because of their simple, closed-
form direct mapping equations and the corresponding Jacobian matrices. This is convenient for testing purposes
— to obtain a solution of a horizontal geodetic network in the projected coordinate system without loss of accuracy.
The Transverse Mercator projection is selected as an example of mapping used for the computation of classical
horizontal geodetic networks worldwide.

The reversibility check for all three projections (TM, CC, and EAC) is performed for the test network points (see
below). The maximum positional inaccuracy after conversions from the projected to the geodetic and back to the
projected coordinates amounts to 0.000000002 m (2 nm) for the TM projection. For the CC and EAC projections
no differences are detected (i.e., the machine precision is achieved).
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Fictitious Test Network

The test network consists of six existing mountain peaks located in six European countries, see Fig. 2.
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Fig. 2. The network for testing the performance of the proposed mathematical models

The distances between adjacent network points range from 100 km to 152 km, which is far beyond the maximum
range of classical geodetic measurements. The selected geodetic coordinates of the test network points are taken
from Wikipedia, see Table 1; the longitudes and latitudes of the selected mountain peaks are rounded to the nearest
arcseconds, and the original heights (above sea level) are assumed to be ellipsoidal for simplicity.

Table 1. Geodetic coordinates (exact) and locations of the test network points

Pt. Ne A [dms] ¢ [dms] h [m] Mountain Peak Name
1 9°33'14"E  47°08'55"N 1934 Alpspitz, Liechtenstein
2 13°50"12"E ~ 46°22'42"N 2864 Triglav, Slovenia
3 11°52'02"E  46°15'00"N 3192 Vezzana, ltaly
4 10°59'07"E ~ 47°25'16"N 2962 Zugspitze, Germany
5 12°41'43"E  47°04'30"N 3798 Grossglockner, Austria
6 10°05'56"E  46°20'02"N 2862 Sassalb, Switzerland

Two of the network points (5 and 6) are network points with known (fixed) coordinates that define the geodetic
datum of the network. The other network points (1 to 4) are points with unknown (newly determined) coordinates.
The heights of all network points are considered fixed (constant values). There are (see also Fig. 2):

e 14 network unknowns (eight horizontal coordinates and six orientation angles) and
e 27 observations (nine distances and twice as many directions).

The GRS80 reference ellipsoid is used with the parameters (Moritz 2000):

e a=6378137mand
e ¢2=0.0066943800229.
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The parameters of the projections (TM, CC, and EAC) used for the tests are adapted to the location of the network.
The parameters of the TM projection are:

Ao = 12°E (central meridian),

ko = 0.9998 (scale factor at the central meridian),
eo = 500000 m (false easting), and

ng = —5000000 m (false northing).

The estimated network centroid is used to define the parameters of the CC and EAC projections (see Fig. 2):

o Ao =11°40E (standard longitude) and
® (@, =46°50'N (standard latitude).

It should be noted that the CC and EAC projections lead to much larger distortions in the scale than the TM
projection. Applying the above-mentioned parameters of the map projections, the scale factors obtained in the
fictitious test network points vary between 0.99980 and 1.00022 (distortions between —0.22%o0 and +0.20%o) for
the TM projection, between 0.98935 and 1.01108 (distortions between —11.08%o and +10.65%0) for the CC
projection, see Eq. (95), and between 0.98904 and 1.01108 (distortions between —11.08%o and +10.96%o) for the
EAC projection, see Egs. (101) and (102). Also, an experiment with geodetic area calculations based on the well-
known Lambert Equal-Area Cylindrical projection of the world (e.g. Snyder 1987, p. 81-85), which is undistorted
along the equator, and a regionally adapted EAC projection used in this work, was carried out at similar latitudes
as the test network in Fig. 2. Somehow surprisingly, the obtained areas for both (i.e., world and regionally adapted)
equal-area map projections suffer from large inaccuracies of the same order of magnitude (Berk and Ferlan 2018).
These inaccuracies are caused by large differences between the projected geodesics and the chords connecting the
polygon vertices, which also implies large arc-to-chord reductions of geodetic observations.

Simulation of Measurement Campaigns
The measurement campaigns are simulated in two different ways. The observations are generated as:

e error-free observations and
e error-prone observations.

The error-free observations are calculated from the exact network coordinates given in Table 1 using Egs. (14)
and (15). The error-prone observations are generated by:

o rounding the error-free distances to the nearest even decimeter (errors up to £10 cm) and
e rounding the error-free directions in decimal degrees to four digits (errors up to +0.18").

The corresponding a priori standard deviations are set to:

e +6.9 cm for all distance observations and
e +0.11" for all direction observations.

These are the rounded RMS values of the error-prone observations generated as described above. The observations
are treated as uncorrelated, and the weights of observations are determined as reciprocals of their a priori
variances.

The addressed input data are sufficient to ensure the repeatability of the numerical tests without ambiguity. The
initial approximate values of the network unknowns are generated by:

e rounding the exact geodetic coordinates, see Table 1, in decimal degrees to two digits (errors up to +18”,
corresponding to about =500 m) and
¢ rounding the calculated (error-free) orientation angles in decimal degrees to two digits (errors up to +18").

The quality of these initial approximate values of the network unknowns should not affect the results of
computations.
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Computations of the Test Network with Error-Free Observations

The first computational experiment is performed using the error-free observation set. Both mathematical models
are tested: in the geodetic and projected coordinate systems — the latter by applying the TM, CC, and EAC
projections. Table 2 shows inaccuracies expressed in terms of the maximum positional errors at the new network
points (i.e., displacements from their exact positions): €, = max; €,,. The errors refer to the computations in the
geodetic coordinate system (e,,.) and in the TM-, CC-, and EAC-projection-based coordinate systems (e5,.,, ,
and €5, ,.)-

€pccr

Table 2. Maximum positional errors at the new network points in the iterative network
computations by using the error-free observation set

Iteration €pg [m] Epras [m] € [m] €55 ac [m]
1 0.900503662 0.867203492 3.410963397 5.354982986
2 0.000002672 0.000216349 0.037537851 0.063869553
3 0.000000001 0.000000065 0.000602163 0.000965107
4 0.000000000 0.000000002 0.000006511 0.000013868
5 0.000000000 0.000000003 0.000000061 0.000000216
6 0.000000000 0.000000002 0.000000002 0.000000003
7 0.000000000 0.000000001 0.000000001 0.000000001
8 0.000000000 0.000000003 0.000000000 0.000000001

The maximum positional errors in Table 2 result from the exact and calculated geodetic coordinates using Eq.
(14), which eliminates the influence of the scale factor. The necessary conversion from the projected coordinates
(TM, CC, and EAC) is performed using the corresponding inverse mapping equations. In all computations, a
positional accuracy in the nanometer range is achieved, except for the TM-projection-based coordinate system,
where the maximum positional errors oscillate between 1 nm and 3 nm, which is obviously due to the
aforementioned limited reversibility (to about 2 nm) of the Karney series for the TM projection.

The experiment with the error-free observations confirms that both functional models (for the geodetic and the
projected coordinate system) provide equal and correct results — with an accuracy of a few nanometers.

Computations of the Test Network with Error-Prone Observations

The second experiment is performed using the simulated error-prone observation set. Comparisons are given
between the results of computations in the geodetic coordinate system, which are rigorously converted into the
projected coordinate systems, and the results of planar network computations based on the TM, CC, and EAC
projections. Tables 3, 5, and 7 show rigorously estimated pairs of coordinates of new network points (e;, n;) from
the computation in the geodetic coordinate system, which are further converted by using the corresponding
mapping equations. The coordinate errors €, and €5, in the planar network computation are also given, which are
defined as follows:

€g; =€ —€ € =N—N

(106)—(107)
with (é;, 71;) as the corresponding pairs of coordinates determined in a planar network computation.

In addition, comparisons of the network coordinate accuracy estimates (standard confidence ellipses) are given.
Tables 4, 6, and 8 show the rigorously estimated elements of standard confidence ellipses of new network points
(a;, b;, and t;) from the computation in the geodetic coordinate system. For the CC- and EAC-projection-based
coordinate systems, Egs. (51) to (53) are applied using the corresponding variance-covariance matrix from Eqg.
(82). For the CC- and TM-projection-based coordinate systems, Eqgs. (87) to (89) are applied using the
corresponding variance-covariance matrix in linear units from Eqg. (47). For the CC-projection-based coordinate
system, equal results are obtained by using both approaches. The errors of the standard confidence ellipse elements
€a; €p;» and €z, in the planar network computation are also given, which are defined as follows:

€, =a;—04; €,=b—b € =t—F

i 4

(108)—(110)
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with @;, b;, and ; as the corresponding elements of the standard confidence ellipses in a planar network
computation.

Table 3. Coordinates of points in the TM-projection-based coordinate system
(erm, nry) and their errors in the planar computational model (e¢.,,, €7,,,)

Pt. Ne ery Ny €a7yy [M] Eigpy [M]
1 314516.322644 225627.201222 0.000000 0.000008
2 641272.110250 138751.296733 0.000012 0.000003
3 489763.038340 122858.144890 0.000012 0.000000
4 423448.373783 253512.338335 0.000000 0.000008

Ext — — 0.000012 0.000008

The coordinate errors in the planar adjustment of the test network based on the Transverse Mercator projection,
see Table 3, reach up to 0.012 mm.

Table 4. Elements of the standard confidence ellipses of points in the TM-projection-based coordinate
system (aru, by, tra) and their errors in the planar computational model (€., €5, €57

Pt. Ne ary [M] by [M] try [dms] €arpy [M] €pryy [M] €7y, [AMS]
1 0.045717 0.036396 68°13'51" —0.000001 0.000001 -8

2 0.052758 0.041291 71°33"25" —0.000004 —0.000010 —1'04"

3 0.032552 0.027737 4°58'13" —-0.000012 —-0.000005 -1'39"
4 0.035402 0.029095 174°13'47" —0.000013 —0.000005 =57"
Ext 0.052758 — — —0.000013 —0.000010 —1'39"

The inaccuracies in the standard confidence ellipse elements in the adjustment of the test network based on the
Transverse Mercator projection, see Table 4, reach up to 0.013 mm for the semi-axes and up to 1'39” for their
azimuths. Relative errors in the semi-axes of the standard confidence ellipses (e.g. €5,/d;) up to 0.36%. are
obtained.

Table 5. Coordinates of points in the CC-projection-based coordinate system
(eccr nec) and their errors in the planar computational model (e4,..., €7,..)

Pt. Ne ecc Nce eécc [m] EﬁCC [m]
1 —161188.419322 35152.648583 —0.000089 0.000366

2 165554.075154 —50367.595878 —0.000040 —0.000286

3 15300.795003 —64497.267106 —0.000197 —0.000042

4 —51984.672290 65705.176800 —0.000066 0.000106
Ext — — —0.000197 0.000366

The coordinate errors in the planar adjustment of the test network based on the Conformal Cylindrical projection,
see Table 5, reach up to 0.366 mm.

Table 6. Elements of the standard confidence ellipses of points in the CC-projection-based coordinate
system (acc, bec, tee) and their errors in the planar computational model (€5, €5, €z)

Pt. Ne ace [M] bee [M] tee [dms] €acc [M] €hec [m] €7, [dMs]
1 0.045977 0.036603 70°0129" 0.000208 0.000166 -29"

2 0.052315 0.040944 70°13'38" —-0.000273 —-0.000296 -36'06"

3 0.032211 0.027447 5°03'59" —0.000254 —0.000154 —11'40"

4 0.035799 0.029421 174°58'37" 0.000279 0.000247 —5'14"
Ext 0.052315 — — 0.000279 —-0.000296 -36'06"
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The inaccuracies in the standard confidence ellipse elements in the adjustment of the test network based on the
Conformal Cylindrical projection, see Table 6, reach up to 0.296 mm for the semi-axes and up to 36'06" for their
azimuths. Relative errors in the semi-axes of the standard confidence ellipses up to 8.39%. are obtained.

Table 7. Coordinates of points in the EAC-projection-based coordinate system
(egac» Neac) and their errors in the planar computational model (€4, , ., €7,,.)

Pt. No €EAC Ngac €, [M] €dipac [M]
1 —-161188.419322 34946.914738 —0.000226 0.000327

2 165554.075154 -50792.210747 —0.000013 —0.000331

3 15300.795003 —65194.134741 —0.000186 —0.000034
4 —51984.672290 64987.791999 —0.000146 0.000082
Ext — — —0.000226 —0.000331

The coordinate errors in the planar adjustment of the test network based on the Equal-Area Cylindrical projection,
see Table 7, reach up to 0.331 mm.

Table 8. Elements of the standard confidence ellipses of points in the EAC-projection-based coordinate
system (agac, beac, teac) and their errors in the planar computational model (ea, ., €5,,01 €zac)

Pt. Ne agac [M] bgac [M] tgac [dms] €agac [M] €hac M €7y, [AMS]
1 0.045505 0.036550 69°01'13" —0.000301 0.000060 —34'06"

2 0.053103 0.041018 71°26'04" 0.000462 —0.000229 40'03"

3 0.032217 0.028036 5°50'57" —0.000296 0.000396 50'03"
4 0.035793 0.028784 175°2921" 0.000307 —0.000366 25'56"
Ext 0.053103 — — 0.000462 0.000396 50'03"

The inaccuracies in the standard confidence ellipse elements in the adjustment of the test network based on the
Equal-Area Cylindrical projection, see Table 8, reach up to 0.462 mm for the semi-axes and up to 50'03” for their
azimuths. Relative errors in the semi-axes of the standard confidence ellipses up to 14.13%. are obtained.

The experiment with the error-prone observations confirms the assumption regarding the non-rigorous stochastic
model of the conventional planar network adjustment. It also clearly shows that minimizing the distortions in the
scale of mapping increases the computational accuracy. However, the use of an optimal map projection for the
network area is a well-known recommendation (e.g. Kuang 1996, p. 59) that avoids large differences between the
real-world and map-grid dimensions of geographic phenomena. An approach addressing this problem by
minimizing ground-to-grid distortions was recently presented by Baselga (2021). This is particularly important in
civil engineering applications — to integrate CAD and GIS data environments (e.g. Habib et al. 2019).

Further Remarks on the Rigorousness of the Proposed Planar Adjustment Model

Aiming to present the ideas in the paper as clear as possible, the assumption of mark-to-mark corrected
observations is used as a starting point. However, the preliminary mark-to-mark corrections of the distance and
direction observations from the ith standpoint to the jth forepoint can easily be avoided. One can simply replace
h; with h; + hi; in Eq. (13) and h; with h; + ht; in Egs. (11) to (13), (28), (30) to (32), and (34) to (36), where
hi; is the height of the surveying instrument at the standpoint (e.g. the height of the optical center of the total
station above the top of the survey mark) and ht; is the height of the target at the forepoint (e.g. the height of the
optical center of the retroreflector prism above the top of the survey mark). The mark-to-mark correction of the
direction observations is very small and the height of the instrument at the standpoint is not involved in this
correction. Different targets (placed at different heights) can be used for a pair of distance and direction
observations (D; ; and R; ; ;).

Also, the preliminary transformation of direction observations from the local astronomical to the local geodetic
system can be avoided. One can adapt the Laplace equation (e.g. Vanicek and Krakiwsky 1986, p. 348):
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Ai,j - Ai,j =N tan (O] + (El sin Ai,j —n; COS Ai,j) COtZi,j (111)
by applying Egs. (5) to (7) as follows:

_ Ei Sin2 Ai,j ni COS2 Ai,j
Ai,j=Ai'j+mtan(pi+AZi,j( -
Ayi,j Axl’,]’

(112)

where /Tl-J is the astronomical azimuth from the ith standpoint to the jth forepoint, 4; ; is the corresponding
geodetic azimuth from Eq. (15), 4x; j, 4y; j, and 4z; ; are coordinate differences from Egs. (11) to (13), &; is the
meridian component and n; is the prime vertical component of the vertical deflection; the latter should not be
confused with the auxiliary parameters &; ; and n; ; which are defined by Egs. (24) and (27). The sign of both

deflection components is positive if the vertical is farther north and farther east than the normal (e.g. Vanicek and
Krakiwsky 1986, p. 93).

Rigorous equations for determining the differential variations of the vertical deflections and the geodetic azimuth
as a function of the changes in geodetic coordinates were presented by Soler et al. (2014). However, both the
heights of the instruments and targets and the components of the vertical deflections in the classical horizontal
geodetic networks are normally considered as auxiliary observations (i.e., as constant values). The advantage of
using the proposed planar network adjustment approach is that partial derivatives of Eq. (112) are not required.
One can simply start with the observations in the local astronomical system and replace 4;; — i.e.,

arctan2g(4y; ;, 4x; ;) — in Eq. (70) with the right side of Eq. (112).

The fact is that the proposed solution, which considers the heights of the instruments/targets and the vertical
deflections, assumes that the instruments and targets share their horizontal geodetic coordinates (4, ¢) with the
corresponding survey marks (in contradiction to the phenomena considered). Their heights should be measured
along the normal to the ellipsoid. The coordinate differences between an instrument at the ith standpoint and the
corresponding survey mark can be determined in three steps as follows:

Az; = hi;/\/1 +tan? §; + tan?n; (113)
Ay; = Az;tann; (114)
Axi = AZi tan Ei (115)

These coordinate differences should not be confused with the coordinate differences between the ith standpoint
and the jth forepoint which are defined by Egs. (11) to (13). According to Wikipedia, the largest vertical
deflections in Central Europe can be found near the Grossglockner peak, see Fig. 2; the approximate values are
+50” for &; and —30” for n;. The inaccuracies caused by ignoring the vertical deflection for an instrument placed
2.0 m above the survey mark (hi;) would be as follows: 0.48 mm for the north (4x;), —0.29 mm for the east (4y;),
and —0.08 pum for the up component (4z; — hi;). Vertical deflections in rather flat areas are usually up to 15",
which would result in the coordinate errors up to 0.15 mm.

To create a completely rigorous functional model of horizontal geodetic network adjustment, the coordinate
differences in Egs. (113) to (115) should also be taken into account. One can obtain the 3D Cartesian coordinates
of the survey mark (X;, Y;, Z;) from its geodetic coordinates (e.g. Ghilani and Wolf 2006, p. 317) as follows:

X; = (N; + h;) cos @; cos A; (116)
Y; = (N; + h;) cos ¢; sin A; (117)
Z; = (N;(1 — e?) + h;) sing; (118)

The coordinate differences in Egs. (113) to (115) can easily be converted from the local geodetic system to the
3D Cartesian coordinate system and added to the above coordinates of the survey mark as follows:

X; = X; + 4z; cos ¢; — Ax; sin @; (119)
Y, =Y + 4y, (120)
Z; =Z; + Az; sin @; + Ax; cos @; (121)
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The obtained 3D Cartesian coordinates (X;, ¥;, Z;) refer to the instrument placed at the survey mark. They can be
easily incorporated into the proposed planar network adjustment model. In each computational iteration, the planar
coordinates of a network point (e;, n;) should be converted to the geodetic coordinates (4;, ¢;) by using the
corresponding inverse mapping equations. Considering the known ellipsoidal height (h;), they should be further
converted into the 3D Cartesian coordinates of the survey mark (X;,Y;, Z;) using Egs. (116) to (118). Also
considering the height of the instrument (hi;) and the components of the vertical deflection (§;,7;), the 3D
Cartesian coordinates of the instrument (X;, Y;, Z;) can be obtained using Eqgs. (119) to (121). The latter should be
converted back to the geodetic coordinates (4;, @;, ;) using one of the various exact methods (e.g. Borkowski
1989; Zhang et al. 2005; Sjoberg 2008; Vermeille 2002, 2004, and 2011). The corresponding geodetic coordinates
of the target (4;, q‘)j,ﬁj) can be determined analogously. The obtained geodetic coordinates of the instruments/
targets can be used to determine the misclosures in Egs. (69) and (70), considering the replacement of the geodetic
azimuth (4; ;) with the astronomical azimuth (4; ;) from Eq. (112); see above. To determine the observables in

Egs. (8) to (13), the aforementioned geodetic coordinates of instruments (4;, @;, h;) and targets (4;, @;, h;) should
be used instead of the geodetic coordinates of survey marks (4;, ¢;, h;) and (4;, @;, h;), respectively.

One should have in mind that the deflections of the vertical at the survey mark and the instrument above it are
considered equivalent, which can be assumed for all practical purposes (e.g. Soler et al. 2014).

Discussion and Conclusions

Two rigorous functional models for adjustment of classical horizontal geodetic networks are investigated — for
computations in the geodetic and projected coordinate systems. Both are based on the parametric model of the
three-dimensional geodetic network adjustment using geodetic coordinates (4, ¢, h). The height-controlled
approach is used; the ellipsoidal heights of network points are fixed — they should be determined beforehand. The
mark-to-mark corrected observations are used as a starting point. The first model is completely rigorous and serves
as a reference in the study. The second model is based on the conventional computational approach with the planar
network adjustment using projected coordinates (e, n). A strict distinction between the observation (preprocessed
measured value) and the estimated observable (its most likely value) is maintained. In the proposed computational
procedures, the observations are used exclusively for the determination of the misclosure vectors, see Egs. (18),
(19), (69), and (70). For computations in projected coordinate systems, the additional steps in each computational
iteration are:

e conversion of the projected coordinates into the geodetic coordinates, Egs. (56) and (57), and
e strict geometric reduction of mark-to-mark corrected observations directly to the mapping plane, Egs. (63)
and (64), instead of the classical preliminary stepwise reduction.

The geometric reductions mentioned above do not actually have to be carried out explicitly. One can simply
determine the misclosure vector in the same way as for the computation in the geodetic coordinate system, see
Egs. (69) and (70).

When using an error-free observation set, both mathematical models yield equal and correct coordinates of the
network points. However, if one follows the conventional computational approach of reducing terrestrial
observations to the mapping plane — albeit in a rigorous way — the equality of both solutions is lost when using an
error-prone observation set. This can be attributed to the non-rigorous stochastic model of the conventional planar
network adjustment approach, and the need to adapt the weight matrix of the original observations is indicated,
see Eq. (90). However, to obtain a completely rigorous adjustment model (functional and stochastic parts) in the
projected coordinate system, the rigorous computation in the geodetic coordinate system is a more convenient
approach. The projected coordinates can be easily determined from the geodetic coordinates using the
corresponding mapping equations. The rigorous accuracy estimates can be determined according to the law of
variance-covariance propagation using the mapping design matrix — Eq. (83).

The impact of non-rigorous consideration of the stochastic properties of the reduced observations on the resulting
coordinates of the network points and their accuracy estimates are very small. Obviously, the obtained
inaccuracies depend on the measurement accuracy (e.g. error-free results from error-free observation set) and on
the distortions in the scale of mapping (compare distortions of the TM with the CC and EAC projections). The
numerical example with very long network sides (see Fig. 2) detects coordinate errors and errors in the semi-axes
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of the standard confidence ellipses that are smaller than 0.5 mm for the CC and EAC projections, while for the
TM-projection these errors are smaller than 0.02 mm. In the surveying practice, the limited ability of a priori
accuracy estimation of observations (including covariances) may have a much larger impact on the estimated
network unknowns. The presented planar model of horizontal geodetic network adjustment meets the
requirements for processing the most accurate geodetic networks, regardless of the network size and the network
point displacements. It can be particularly useful for applications in engineering surveys.

In classical geodetic literature, conformal mapping is an assumption in horizontal geodetic network computations.
The proposed functional model of the planar network adjustment has no limitations regarding the properties of
map projections and no extra effort is needed to correctly perform ground-to-grid reductions of observations. It
could be adapted to a triaxial ellipsoid and map projections from the latter. Also, the model can be rigorous in
dealing with the deflections of the vertical, see Eq. (112).

The presented rigorous functional model of the planar network adjustment is very simple; it is realized by using
Egs. (3), (8) to (15), (60), and (69) to (79). The only price to pay — as compared to the computation in the geodetic
coordinate system — is one or two additional computational iterations, see Table 2. On the other hand, the
simplicity of the proposed approach minimizes the risk of hidden bugs in the software. In the era of high-
performance computers, there is no reason not to use this model in all kinds of scientific, engineering, and
cadastral applications.

The main advantages of the proposed rigorous functional model of adjustment of horizontal geodetic networks in
a projected coordinate system can be summarized as follows: highest accuracy, simplicity, and universality. This
approach could lead to some other innovative solutions in geodesy, surveying, navigation, and positioning based
on measured distances and directions or azimuths.
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