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Relationships between DEM-derived Slope and Horizontal Resolution
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Abstract ;: Taking Xiannangou watershed as the test area, this paper studied the relationships between DEM-
derived slope and horizontal resolution by using terrain analysis and statistical method. The main conclusions
are as follows: with DEM resolution decreasing, mean slope decreases; slope at single point shows uncertain-
ty; slope at edgeline decreases sharply, slope at borderline and streamline decreases slowly. Slope at negative
terrain decreases more sharply than positive terrain.
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