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Abstract :

In this paper, we conducted a data analysis on the GPS precision and settlement

detection amount of the GNSS-based settlement sensing, the previous study of the authors. As a

result of comparative analysis of two equipment in the same region, the GNSS-based settlement

detector showed an average altitude of 65.865M on average and a standard deviation of

0.0685M.
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Fig. 1. Position of building settlement sensing
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Fig. 2. Experimental environment

zk

o,

AolB & #2218t
olelgt Axtge] Aol Ageld AA R 7@
Ao

@ AANE Jvem 49 As A

20 gk Ha, Hol, 7 FAE AT DR B
o531 9lt}. case 13 case29] A LEE 7+
65.85M%t 65.88M= U AIZtTHe] ks Al9fst
1e giAdeR #dd EA4E Bt vgo=
case 13} case 29 1% Ao]E Felshr] & 2
d 4E XFEHEA AN Jgsilen, 7
0.069M, 0.068Me] EZHAE uglth o= A &
€ Al RS oAt A4 %
£ &3 A gk A

o X

=
o0
AS =1

a
12F FFolA et

>

saeid

018347211 B0 15398 1058 92118 1847 1V R9 134T 215 9Ty 5ARIv R 5 9 38
case 1 UTC 715 72 %] H{O|E(m)

25 (m)
2

wort 1y oW o o o= og e B e Vo R T Vx|
o wmm O = ™ m M o= =y U [ ¥ T i T
== s i o 5 QL R e e S I S BT

case 2 UTC 7| & 72X CO|E{(h)

a9 3. Ha, A, B vl

Fig. 3. Comparison of maximum, minimum, and averager for case 1 and case 2
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Fig. 4. Comparison of standard deviation for

case 1 and case 2
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