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Abstract: High-resolution digital elevation models (DEMs) play a critical role in geospatial databases,
which can be applied to many terrain-related studies such as facility siting, hydrological analysis,
and urban design. However, due to the limitation of precision of equipment, there are big gaps to
collect high-resolution DEM data. A practical idea is to recover high-resolution DEMs from easily
obtained low-resolution DEMs, and this process is termed DEM super-resolution (SR). However,
traditional DEM SR methods (e.g., bicubic interpolation) tend to over-smooth high-frequency regions
on account of the operation of averaging local variations. With the recent development of machine
learning, image SR methods have made great progress. Nevertheless, due to the complexity of terrain
characters (e.g., peak and valley) and the huge difference between elevation field and image RGB
(Red, Green, and Blue) value field, there are few works that apply image SR methods to the task of
DEM SR. Therefore, this paper investigates the question of whether the state-of-the-art image SR
methods are appropriate for DEM SR. More specifically, the traditional interpolation method and
three excellent SR methods based on neural networks are chosen for comparison. Experimental
results suggest that SRGAN (Super-Resolution with Generative Adversarial Network) presents the
best performance on accuracy evaluation over a series of DEM SR experiments.

Keywords: DEM; super-resolution process; neural network; terrain features

1. Introduction

As one of the most important digital representations of terrain, DEMs record spatial
elevation information in a regular raster form [1]. Through visualizing fluctuating char-
acters of terrain surfaces, DEMs can be widely applied in the domains including facility
siting, hydrological analysis, and urban design [2–4]. With the rapid development of mea-
suring equipment, DEM data can be generated from various sources, which accelerate its
universality in landform analysis applications [5]. Specifically, the synthetic aperture radar
(SAR) has been used as the primary source of DEMs at a global scale for its robustness in
all weather conditions [6]. Despite the wide usage of SAR data, the limitation of equipment
precision can still result in systematic errors that reduce the resolutions of DEM products.
The inadequate spatial resolution of DEM data also restricts its usage in terrain-related
analyses [7,8]. For example, using recent and accurate topographic data rather than low-
resolution DEM data can obtain better accuracy for flood inundation modeling [9]. In
addition, higher-resolution DEM is able to return more accurate predicted terrain features
such as stream network and sub-basin classification [10]. The most direct solution to obtain
high-resolution DEM is to improve the precision of measuring equipment, but this pro-
cess is difficult, costly, and time-consuming. Therefore, generating high-resolution DEMs
without extra cost becomes a key concern of researchers from various fields [11,12].

Traditionally, a practical way to obtain high-resolution DEMs without extra cost is
to recover from easily obtained low-resolution DEMs, and this process is termed DEM
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super-resolution (SR) [12]. There are two major solutions for DEM SR, and the first solution
is to generate a high-resolution DEM from multiple low-resolution DEMs of the same
scene [13]. For example, Yue et al. [14] proposed a regularized SR method for DEM SR. In
this method, a wider and higher-resolution DEM can be obtained by the fusion of DEMs
with different spatial coverage, resolution, and accuracy. Different from the first solution,
the second is the single DEM SR, in which a high-resolution DEM can be generated by only
using one source of the corresponding low-resolution DEM. However, priori knowledge or
pre-training is usually needed [11]. For example, based on the priori knowledge that nearer
objects are more similar, spatial interpolation (e.g., bicubic interpolation) is commonly used
in the single DEM SR.

Although the first type of method can improve DEM resolution, it requires extra
topographic information, which is still hard to acquire in practical applications, especially
for a large area [15]. Therefore, the second solution is more adaptable for most application
scenarios, which is also the concern of this paper. Nowadays, with the rapid development
of machine learning, neural network methods give more possibility to solve difficulties that
used to have rare solutions [16], and there has been observed great progress in the field
of computer vision, especially for image SR [17,18]. For both the image SR and DEM SR,
the target is to improve the quality of field data from its blurred and down-scaled noisy
version [19]. Compared with traditional image SR methods, neural network SR methods
can greatly improve the quality of the result using a learning strategy [20]. Moreover,
the “end-to-end” architecture makes it easier for neural networks to learn the complex
restoration process in SR [21].

It is inspiring that the neural network SR methods are effective for various types of im-
ages, e.g., human faces, flowers, and animals [22,23]. However, whether these methods are
suitable for DEM SR is uncertain, considering that DEM data present much more complex
terrain characters (e.g., peak, saddle, and valley) than natural images [24,25]. In addition,
pattern recognition for images (e.g., faces) is based on features, not on continuous surfaces
such as in DEMs. Moreover, the significant differences between the terrain elevation field
and the image RGB field increase the difficulty of generating high-resolution DEMs from
a low-resolution one. The elevation field also usually has a much larger range than the
image RGB field. In addition, current image SR methods focus more on the perceptual
feeling of generated images [26], and this is different from the target of DEM SR, in which
the accuracy and terrain features of generated DEM are more concerned [27].

Some related pioneering studies suggested the huge potential to apply neural network
methods to DEM data [28]. However, the evaluation and comparison of these methods on
the task of DEM SR are urgently needed. Therefore, this paper investigates the effectiveness
of image SR methods on terrain data from a comprehensive perspective. More specifically,
the interpolation method (bicubic interpolation) and three excellent SR methods based
on neural networks are chosen for comparison. Among them, CEDGAN [28] is designed
for spatial interpolation, which has already been proved to be effective for DEM data.
ESRGAN [18] is an improved version of SRGAN [17], which focuses more on the perceptual
feeling of generated images, and its results are suggested to be more realistic [18]. Generally,
both SRGAN and ESRGAN are accepted to be outstanding image SR methods [29]. In this
paper, indexes related to terrain features including elevations and terrain derivatives were
compared to evaluate the effectiveness and suitability of these methods.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the related work
of SR methods. Section 3 describes the interpolation method and three outstanding DEM
SR methods in detail. Section 4 introduces the design of the experimental evaluation and
presents results and discussions. Section 5 presents conclusions and discusses future work.

2. Related Work

SR is one of the key concerns in the field of computer science, which aims to gener-
ate a high-resolution image based on a single or several low-resolution images. Since it
was first proposed [30], researchers from various fields proposed many relevant methods,
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which are usually classified into three categories: interpolation-based, reconstruction-based,
and learning-based [11]. Firstly, interpolation-based methods improve the resolution of
low-resolution images by estimating values of unknown pixels in target high-resolution
images [31]. In this process, the interpolation kernel (or function) is the key concern; given
a specific interpolation kernel, values of unknown pixels can be calculated from their neigh-
boring pixels. However, although interpolation-based methods are less time consuming,
they tend to blur high-frequency regions during the estimation. Then, to tackle this problem,
reconstruction-based methods integrate image prior knowledge to generate high-resolution
images such as gradient profile prior [32] and natural image prior [33]. Therefore, com-
pared with the interpolation-based methods, the reconstruction-based methods have the
advantages of preserving edges and suppressing artifacts. However, this type of method
is not suitable to produce high-resolution images at relatively large magnification factors.
Finally, considering the learning-based strategies, the relevant methods attempt to con-
struct the direct relations between high-resolution images and low-resolution images. For
example, inspired by the idea of compress sensing, Yang et al. [19] proposed to jointly learn
two dictionaries for both high-resolution images and low-resolution images. In this way,
high-resolution images can be reconstructed by the sparse codes of low-resolution images
and the corresponding high-resolution dictionary. Although learning-based methods can
gather high-frequency information from a learning process, the quality of training data will
have a great impact on results [34].

DEM SR techniques developed along with the road of image SR, and the three types
of image SR methods can be also applied to DEM SR [35,36]. However, similar dilemmas
of these methods in image SR have also appeared in DEM SR. Then, researchers attempt to
solve this problem from other perspectives, and the development of neural networks brings
a new direction. For example, Dong et al. [21] introduced convolutional neural network
(CNN) for image SR, which learns an end-to-end mapping between low-resolution images
and high-resolution images. In this method, a lightweight but effective network structure
is adopted, which shows better overall image quality. Then, presenting the potential to
solve undetermined problems, generative adversarial networks (GANs) have also been
applied to image SR. For example, Ledig et al. [17] proposed a single image SR method
based on a generative adversarial network (SRGAN), which obtained effective results on
the perceptual feelings of images. Then, by improving the network structure of SRGAN,
Wang et al. [18] proposed ESRGAN to further enhance the visual quality of generated
images. Based on the performance of image SR methods, some researchers have also
applied these methods to DEM data [34]. However, the recent image SR methods based on
neural networks mainly focus on the visual quality of high-resolution images, while the
focus of DEM SR is more concerned with the accuracy and terrain features of generated
high-resolution DEM. Therefore, this paper aims to investigate whether image SR methods
with the target of visual quality are suitable for the task of DEM SR. More specifically,
three excellent SR methods based on neural networks (including SRGAN, ESRGAN, and
CEDGAN) and the commonly used interpolation method (bicubic interpolation) are chosen
for comparison. Details of these techniques are presented in Section 3.

3. Methods
3.1. SR Methods Based on Interpolation

Interpolation SR methods generate high-resolution images by estimating unknown
pixel values in the high-resolution grids [31,37]. In this process, the value of an unknown
pixel is calculated by its neighboring pixels based on a specific interpolation kernel. The
commonly used interpolation methods include nearest neighbor interpolation, bilinear
interpolation, and bicubic interpolation, among which the bicubic interpolation obtains
the best accuracy [38]. Therefore, in this paper, bicubic interpolation is chosen for compari-
son, and this interpolation process is presented in Figure 1. In the bicubic interpolation,
values of unknown pixels in the high-resolution grids (e.g., p(x,y)) are estimated based
on their nearest 16 pixels, and the formula is presented in Figure 1c. From this formula,
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high-frequency details will be easily smoothed for estimating unknown pixel values by the
weighted sum of neighboring pixel values. Moreover, the accuracy of the interpolation re-
sults depends on the interpolation kernel W. Therefore, for valid comparisons, a commonly
used interpolation kernel is chosen in this paper, which is described as Equation (1).

W(t) =


(a + 2)|t|3 − (a + 3)|t|2 + 1 |t| < 1

a|t|3 − 5a|t|2 + 8a|t| − 4a 1 < |t| < 2
0 otherwise

(1)

where t denotes distances between unknown pixels (e.g., p(x,y)) and existing pixels, and a
is a given parameter, which is usually set as −0.5.
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3.2. SR Methods Based on Neural Networks

Recently, neural networks have been introduced to various tasks of computer vision
including image segmentation, image classification, and image SR [39–41]. Compared with
traditional image SR methods (e.g., sparse reconstruction), neural network SR methods
can learn an end-to-end mapping between high-resolution (HR) and low-resolution (LR)
images, and complex features can be automatically learned by hidden layers. Therefore,
the pattern of hidden layers is critical to final results, for which most concerns have been
paid to the structure design of neural networks. Among the neural network structures,
generative adversarial networks (GANs) adopt a unique adversarial structure, which is
suggested to have the advantage of sidestepping the difficulty of approximating many
intractable probabilistic computations [42]. More specifically, there are two independent
neural networks in GAN, which include a generator (G) and a discriminator (D). During
the training process, the discriminator is trained to make the best judgment, while the
generator is trained to maximally confuse the discriminator. When applied to image
SR, the discriminator is trained to distinguish whether an image is real or generated by
the generator, while the generator is trained to generate fake realistic images that the
discriminator cannot distinguish. Therefore, with such a training strategy, when a training
balance is reached, the generator can automatically learn to generate high-resolution
images that are highly similar to the real images. This training process can be described as
Equation (2).

min
θG

max
θD

EIHR∼ptrain(IHR)

[
log DθD

(
IHR

)]
+EILR∼pG(ILR)

[
log(1− DθD

(
GθG (ILR

)
)
]

(2)

where log DθD

(
IHR) denotes that the discriminator (D) can correctly recognize real high-

resolution images (IHR), and log(1−DθD

(
GθG (ILR)) denotes that the discriminator (D) can
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correctly recognize fake images generated by the generator (GθG (ILR)). A general frame-
work of this training process is presented in Figure 2. The adversarial loss is obtained from
the discriminator, which can be automatically calculated during the process of adversarial
training. This type of loss function is also a unique characteristic of GAN, which means
that GAN can be trained without other specifically designed loss functions. Therefore, the
design of the generator and discriminator has a large impact on the final results, which is
also the major concern of scientists from many fields.
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Nowadays, there are some pioneering works that introduce GAN to the task of SR,
and the variations of the model include SRGAN and ESRGAN. A similar structural feature
of these models is to input LR (low-resolution) images and output HR (high-resolution)
images that preserve similar global data distribution patterns with the corresponding LR
images. This feature is also suitable for DEM data. Then, CEDGAN is specifically designed
for spatial interpolation, and experiments in terms of DEM data present that CEDGAN
is more effective than traditional interpolation methods (e.g., kriging interpolation) [28].
Therefore, in this paper, we will investigate their applicability to DEM SR in a systematic
manner. Details of their structures and advantages are discussed in the following sections.

3.2.1. SRGAN

The rise of convolutional neural networks (CNNs) had a substantial impact on image
SR, which greatly enhanced the accuracy of image SR. Before SRGAN, most image SR
methods based on neural networks are of supervised learning, the optimization target of
which is usually the minimization of the mean squared error (MSE) between recovered
images and corresponding real HR images. Although it is convenient for optimizing,
the training index of MSE is unable to capture perceptual features of images (e.g., high-
frequency texture detail), as it is defined based on pixel-wise image differences. Therefore,
Ledig et al. [17] firstly attempted to integrate GAN to improve the photo-realistic perception
during image SR, and a method named SRGAN is proposed. In this approach, a perceptual
loss function is well designed to replace the original commonly used pixel-based loss
function. There are two major parts in the perceptual loss function, i.e., adversarial loss and
content loss. Different from the most widely used pixel-based content loss (MSE), a VGG
loss, which is based on the ReLU activation layers of the pre-trained 19 layer VGG network
presented in [43], is defined to describe the content loss. In other words, high-level features
of real HR images and generated images from the generator are firstly extracted, and then,
the Euclidean distance between the two feature representations is calculated as the content
loss. In this way, more and finer perceptual texture features can be perceived during the
training process, which can be ultimately recovered on the generated images. Details of the
generator in SRGAN are presented in Figure 3. It can be observed that the residual block
with an identical layout is the major core of the generator. The residual block is proposed
by [44], which is proposed to solve training problems of deep neural networks. More
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specifically, deep neural networks are difficult to train, and the performance will degrade
when stacking excessive layers. With the residual block, features extracted by shallower
layers can be effectively transmitted to corresponding deeper layers. This advantage is
significant for image SR, since feature extraction is critical to the final generated results.
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Therefore, compared with other SR methods based on neural networks, SRGAN can
train the generator to perceive more perceptual features and generate more photo-realistic
images. Compared with images, there are some common features in DEM data. For
example, characters of terrain textures on plain areas are similar to image textures, as they
both present smooth transitions. However, as mentioned above, there are also some unique
terrain texture features in DEM data (e.g., ridge and river), which is very different from
the natural texture features in images. Moreover, the elevation differences in neighboring
cells are significant in many complex terrain areas (e.g., bluff areas), and that is much larger
than the largest difference between pixel values (i.e., the range of RGB value of 0–255).
Therefore, whether this natural image texture features-based method is suitable for DEM
SR task needs to be carefully explored, and more details of experiments are presented in
Section 4.

3.2.2. ESRGAN

ESRGAN is proposed based on SRGAN, which is suggested to improve the overall
perceptual quality of SR images [18]. In ESRGAN, there are two major modifications in the
generator, which are presented in Figure 4. The first modification is to remove all Batch
Normalization (BN) layers (Figure 4a), and the second is to replace the original residual
block with the proposed Residual-in-Residual Dense Block (RRDB, Figure 4b). Firstly,
in SRGAN, features extracted from former layers (e.g., convolution) will be normalized
by the BN layer using the mean and variance of each batch during training, and using
the estimated mean and variance of the whole training dataset during testing. In this
way, Wang et al. [18] suggest that BN layers will bring unpleasant artifacts and limit the
generation ability when there are huge differences between the statistics of training and
testing datasets. Therefore, BN layers are removed in this method. Then, based on the
observation that more layers and connections could always boost performance, the original
residual block in SRGAN is replaced by RRDB, which employs a deeper and more complex
structure (Figure 4b). With such two modifications, ESRGAN is suggested to be capable
of generating more realistic textures during image SR than SRGAN. Therefore, this paper
aims to investigate whether ESRGAN has a similar better performance than SRGAN on
DEM SR, and more details of experiments are presented in Section 4.
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3.2.3. CEDGAN

CEDGAN is specially designed for spatial interpolation, and that is an endeavor to
investigate the deep spatial knowledge using artificial intelligence [28]. Different from
the above two methods, this method introduces the structure of conditional generative
adversarial networks (cGAN), which is an extension of GAN [45]. In this method, an
encoder–decoder structure is used to construct the generator, which is suggested to be
suitable for spatial feature extraction [46], and the structure of the generator is presented
in Figure 5. It can be observed that compared with SRGAN or ESRGAN, the generator
in CEDGAN is a lightweight network, and fewer parameters make it easier to train. The
experimental results in Zhu et al. [28] present that with only several iterations, relatively
accurate DEMs can be generated by the generator. Then, with more iterations, this method
can generate more accurate DEMs than traditional spatial interpolation methods (e.g., the
kriging method). Therefore, this specially designed method is also chosen to compare with
image SR methods to show which is better for DEM SR, and more details of experiments
are presented in Section 4.
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3.3. Evaluation Indexes

Considering terrain features and the realistic demand of high-resolution DEM data,
several commonly used evaluation indexes related to the accuracy and features of DEM
are chosen for comparison, and they can be represented in general root mean square error
(RMSE) and mean error (ME) forms presented in Equation (3).

RMSEF =

√
∑n

i=1(Foi−Fgi)
2

n

MEF =
∑n

i=1|Foi−Fgi|
n

(3)
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where Foi and Fgi denote the attribute value of feature F (slope, aspect, and elevation) of
the ith cell in the original real HR DEM and generated fake HR DEM, respectively, n is the
total cell number of DEM, and MEF denotes the mean error of feature F. In this paper, three
types of features including elevation, slope, and aspect are chosen. Among these indexes,
the RMSE of elevation can reveal the global accuracy of generated DEMs, and features
of slope and aspect can reveal the extent of feature preservation of generated DEMs. In
addition to the evaluation of terrain structural features, the evaluation of terrain critical
points is also important [47]. Therefore, the displacement distances of peak points and
valley points between real HR DEM and generated HR DEM are used to evaluate the ability
of the methods to preserve terrain critical points. In our experiments, the top 20 peak points
and the lowest 20 valley points are chosen to calculate their displacement distances, and a
shorter distance represents a better feature preservation performance.

4. Experiments and Results
4.1. Data Descriptions and Parameters

To investigate the effectiveness of the selected methods on DEM SR (SRGAN, ESRGAN,
and CEDGAN), a dataset of digital elevation models (DEMs) with complex terrain features
is used in this paper, which was acquired from the USGS (United States Geological Survey).
More specifically, DEM data with the size of 3584 × 3584 from ten different regions are
selected, and terrain elevations in the dataset range from 0.5 to 3741 m. The resolution of
DEM data is 30 m, and an example region is presented in Figure 6. There can be observed
many typical terrain features such as ridges, rivers, and mountains, and there are also some
discrete areas with sudden elevation changes, which are much more complex than texture
details in natural images. After preprocessing, single-channel DEM tiles (1 × 64 × 64) with
no repetition are randomly cropped, and a total of 31,360 high-resolution DEM tiles are
obtained. To address the concerns of over-fitting and memorization of training samples, a
method of systematic sampling is used to sample 25,088 DEM tiles as training data and the
other 6272 DEM tiles as validation data. More specifically, an equal number of DEMs will
be sampled from every region. To accommodate the selected methods to DEM data, the
original three-channel network structures in SRGAN and ESRGAN are adapted for single-
channel data (CEDGAN is a single-channel network). Moreover, DEM tiles are normalized
into float tensor units ([−1.0, 1.0]) based on the respective maximum and minimum cell
values of each DEM [28], and this process is presented in Equation (4):

DEMi−n = 2× DEMi − Hmin
Hmax − Hmin

− 1 (4)

where DEMi−n denotes the normalized version of DEMi, and Hmax and Hmin denote the
maximum and minimum cell values of DEMi, respectively. In this way, the large elevation
gaps between DEM tiles from different areas (e.g., depression and plateau) can be avoided,
and tiny terrain features can be learned rather than overlooked during the training process.
That can help with terrain features recovery after DEM SR. Finally, all the elevation values
are mapped back to their original values in the reported accuracies, and the corresponding
evaluation indexes can be calculated based on the obtained back-mapped DEMs. The data
that support the findings of this study are available in [figshare.com] with the identifiers
(https://figshare.com/s/3fe0b1313938b0db994a (accessed on 13 May 2021)).

https://figshare.com/s/3fe0b1313938b0db994a


Sensors 2022, 22, 745 9 of 22

Sensors 2022, 22, x FOR PEER REVIEW 9 of 22 
 

 

Then, some parameters also need to be specified before the training process. Most of the 
parameters (e.g., optimizer, the slope of the leak for layers with LeakyReLU activation) are 
kept the same as their original setting in the above methods for performance comparisons. 
Then, the learning rates of different methods are tuned for the best training results (0.0000001 
in SRGAN, 0.0002 in ESRGAN, and 0.00001 in CEDGAN). All experiments are conducted with 
a downsampling factor of 4, and LR DEMs are obtained by downsampling the HR DEMs us-
ing a bicubic kernel with the same downsampling factor. All the models are trained with 100 
epochs, and the training images are divided in a random way in each epoch. 

 
Figure 6. An example region of the DEM data (3584 × 3584). 

4.2. Training Procedure 
In this section, training details of the selected methods are described. Figures 7–9 re-

spectively present the variation of model accuracy (RMSE-Elevation) and adversarial 
losses for generator (G) and discriminator (D) in SRGAN, ESRGAN, and CEDGAN during 
the training procedure. Firstly, as for SRGAN (Figure 7), values of the model error drop 
dramatically at the first 20,000 batches and become stable after that. We train on 156,800 
batches (100 epochs), and it presents that the average error of generated high-resolution 
DEM gradually stabilized at 1.7 m, which is a surprising result considering complex DEM 
training data and challenging parameters setting including the relatively larger patch size 
(1 × 64 × 64) and downsampling factor (4×) used in our training process. Then, the average 
errors of ESRGAN and CEDGAN are 2.2 meters and 6.4 m, respectively. However, the 
bicubic interpolation method can obtain an average error of 2.1 m on training data without 
any pre-training. Therefore, it can be observed that only SRGAN outperforms the bicubic 
interpolation method during the training process. 

Figure 6. An example region of the DEM data (3584 × 3584).

Then, some parameters also need to be specified before the training process. Most of
the parameters (e.g., optimizer, the slope of the leak for layers with LeakyReLU activation)
are kept the same as their original setting in the above methods for performance compar-
isons. Then, the learning rates of different methods are tuned for the best training results
(0.0000001 in SRGAN, 0.0002 in ESRGAN, and 0.00001 in CEDGAN). All experiments are
conducted with a downsampling factor of 4, and LR DEMs are obtained by downsampling
the HR DEMs using a bicubic kernel with the same downsampling factor. All the models
are trained with 100 epochs, and the training images are divided in a random way in
each epoch.

4.2. Training Procedure

In this section, training details of the selected methods are described. Figures 7–9
respectively present the variation of model accuracy (RMSE-Elevation) and adversarial
losses for generator (G) and discriminator (D) in SRGAN, ESRGAN, and CEDGAN dur-
ing the training procedure. Firstly, as for SRGAN (Figure 7), values of the model error
drop dramatically at the first 20,000 batches and become stable after that. We train on
156,800 batches (100 epochs), and it presents that the average error of generated high-
resolution DEM gradually stabilized at 1.7 m, which is a surprising result considering
complex DEM training data and challenging parameters setting including the relatively
larger patch size (1 × 64 × 64) and downsampling factor (4×) used in our training process.
Then, the average errors of ESRGAN and CEDGAN are 2.2 meters and 6.4 m, respectively.
However, the bicubic interpolation method can obtain an average error of 2.1 m on training
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data without any pre-training. Therefore, it can be observed that only SRGAN outperforms
the bicubic interpolation method during the training process.
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In addition to values of accuracy during the training process, adversarial losses for D
and G of these methods are also described at the upper location in Figures 7–9. Firstly, in
Figure 7, there can be observed a decreasing tendency of both adversarial losses, which
reveals an intrinsic characteristic of GAN (that is, the adversary system results in the
development of both D and G). A similar phenomenon appears in the adversarial losses
in ESRGAN and CEDGAN (Figures 8 and 9), but their competitions present to be more
intense than that in SRGAN. For example, in CEDGAN, the loss of D decreased, and the
loss of G increased in the first 20,000 training batches, and that means D suppresses G.
Then, the competition state reverses after some training batches (i.e., G is stronger than
D). Finally, both D and G gradually become stable. Therefore, it can be concluded that the
three methods tend to converge to their game equilibrium during the training.

4.3. Results

Although these methods present different performances on training data, their ability
to generate high-resolution DEMs based on the validation set is more focused. Therefore,
in this section, we apply the three well-trained models on the validation set to test whether
they are over-fitting or memorize training samples. Three types of evaluation are proposed
on these methods.

4.3.1. Quantitative Evaluation

In this section, the evaluation indexes proposed in Section 3.3 are utilized to test the
effectiveness of the three well-trained models. The validation set consists of 6272 DEM
tiles from ten different regions, and the evaluated results of the generated high-resolution
DEMs are presented in Table 1. It should be noted that these evaluation index values
of all DEM tiles are respectively averaged for a global evaluation. From Table 1, the
main observation is that the three neural network-based methods (SRGAN, ESRGAN, and
CEDGAN) generate worse results in terms of RMSE-Elevation on the validation set than
those on the training data, and that is also a characteristic of learning methods. Nevertheless,
the results are still acceptable with small floating precision, and thus, our training is effective.
In addition, SRGAN outperforms the other three methods in terms of the indexes of RMSE-
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Elevation, RMSE-Slope, and RMSE-Aspect. However, considering the preservation of
critical points (i.e., peak and valley points), bicubic interpolation (Bicubic) obtains the
best results. This is caused by the difference between DEM generation mechanisms of
interpolation-based methods and neural network-based methods. More specifically, for
interpolation-based methods, some cell values are kept fixed, and only unknown cell
values are estimated in terms of existing cell values; as a comparison, all cell values will be
regenerated by neural network-based methods. In other words, there is a global restriction
framework in interpolation-based methods, which makes constraints for peak and valley
points (please see Figure 1). Then, as for neural network-based methods, SRGAN still
obtains the best results.

Table 1. Evaluation results of the fake high-resolution DEMs generated by the selected methods.

Evaluation Index Bicubic SRGAN ESRGAN CEDGAN

RMSE-Elevation 2.051 1.791 2.284 6.542
RMSE-Slope 3.615 3.284 3.762 7.000

ME-Slope 2.338 2.259 2.683 5.300
RMSE-Aspect 1.485 1.501 1.610 1.998

ME-Aspect 0.711 0.751 0.861 1.286
Distance-Peak Point 6.662 6.976 7.722 9.815

Distance-Valley Point 9.084 9.899 10.472 15.027

Next, more details of the performance of these methods on the validation set are
investigated. Firstly, the range of the obtained results of RMSE-Elevation by these methods
is divided into five grades (i.e., 0–1, 1–2, 2–3, 3–4, and larger than 4). Then, features
of terrain elevations on the corresponding real high-resolution DEM tiles in each grade
are analyzed. More specifically, if a method generates a fake high-resolution DEM with
the RMSE-Elevation larger than 4, the corresponding real high-resolution DEM will be
grouped into “>4” (please see Figure 10). Then, three indexes including the elevation
difference between the maximum and minimum, average value of elevations, and variance
of elevations of the high-resolution DEM tile are calculated to reveal its terrain complexity;
and the values of the three indexes of all DEM tiles in the group “>4” are respectively
averaged to reveal global characteristic. The results are presented in Figure 10. It can be
first observed a strong correlation between the RMSE-Elevation and terrain complexity.
That means DEMs with more complex terrain features (i.e., higher values of the three
indexes) are more difficult to recover (larger errors) during the SR process. Then, SRGAN
presents to be the most robust method to generate high-resolution DEM, for which SRGAN
can recover LR DEM tiles with the same level of terrain complexity to relatively higher
precision. Therefore, it can be concluded that SRGAN is better than the other three methods
for DEM SR considering both the robustness and preservation of accuracy and features on
the generated high-resolution DEMs.
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(a) difference between the maximum and minimum elevations; (b) average value of elevations;
(c) variance of elevations.

4.3.2. Visual Evaluation

Although SRGAN outperforms the other methods from the perspective of quantitative
evaluation, visual evaluation is needed, as there are many cases in image SR in which
images with better quantitative indexes present worse visual perception [17,18]. In this
section, a visual evaluation of these methods is implemented, and we selected from each
grade a representative DEM tile for illustrating the results (Figure 11). From Figure 11, it
can be observed that terrain textures are always over-smoothed in the results of bicubic
interpolation. Therefore, although bicubic interpolation outperforms ESRGAN in terms
of the index of RMSE-Elevation, the results of ESRGAN present a comparable (or better)
visual perception than bicubic interpolation (i.e., preserving more terrain details). However,
some local terrain textures seem to be distorted in the recovered DEMs by ESRGAN (red
boxes in Figure 11), which might be the factor to reduce its accuracy. As a comparison, this
phenomenon rarely appears in the results of SRGAN, and thus, SRGAN outperforms the
other methods from this perspective. Finally, considering CEDGAN, there are some noisy
signals in its results, and those seem to be much worse than the other methods. Therefore,
the visual results suggest that CEDGAN may not be appropriate for the task of DEM SR.
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4.3.3. Evaluation of Terrain Features Preservation

Finally, we investigate the effectiveness of the methods in recovering terrain features.
From the previous evaluations, it can be observed that CEDGAN generates the worst
results. Therefore, in this evaluation, only bicubic interpolation, SRGAN, and ESRGAN are
focused, and two DEM tiles in two accuracy grades with typical terrain features are chosen
for comparison.

Figures 12 and 13 present the slope and aspect results of the original DEMs and
the high-resolution DEMs generated by these methods, respectively. Considering the
evaluation of slope, intuitive perception is that the results of bicubic interpolation are much
smoother than those of SRGAN and ESRGAN, and some textures disappear in the results
of bicubic interpolation but are retained in SRGAN and ESRGAN. Then, compared with
SRGAN, the slope results of ESRGAN present a much more complex feature distribution
pattern (such as grid-line distribution). In the computer vision field, the advantage of
ESRGAN is that it can preserve more local perceptual features with a more complex
network structure when dealing with natural images [18] (see Figure 4). However, it
can be observed from the slope results that for DEM SR, without the constraint of global
structure (the global precision RMSE-Elevation), local features generated by ESRGAN
also present to be out of control. Intuitively, distortions in the results of ESRGAN are
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obvious compared with the results of SRGAN and bicubic interpolation. However, the
slope results of SRGAN present to keep a better balance between global precision and local
features, which may be the reason why SRGAN outperforms the other methods. Then,
considering the evaluation of aspect, the three methods generate comparable results, and
such a conclusion is consistent with the quantitative evaluation in Table 1.
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Figures 14–16 present the results of structural lines (river and ridge) and critical points
on the high-resolution DEMs generated by these methods, respectively. Firstly, it can
be observed that SRGAN can obtain the best matching rate of river and ridge features.
Then, ESRGAN outperforms bicubic interpolation in preserving river features, but bicubic
interpolation performs better in preserving ridge features. As for the preservation of critical
points (Figure 16), no obvious rule has been found in the two example results. In this
regard, statistical results may be a better solution to evaluate the preservation of critical
points, and the main conclusions can be obtained from Table 1 (please see Section 4.3.1).
Therefore, to sum up, SRGAN outperforms the other methods in preserving most of the
terrain features during DEM SR.
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4.4. Ablation Experiments
4.4.1. Quantitative Analysis of the Computational Performance

During the training process, all the experiments were implemented on the device with
a single Nvidia RTX 2080Ti GPU and Intell Core i9-10900X CPU @ 3.70 GHz, and all the
experiments are implemented using Python. The time and space costs required for training
are listed in Table 2.

Table 2. The time and space costs required for training by the selected methods.

Evaluation Index SRGAN ESRGAN CEDGAN

Time (h) 27.9 41.5 22.8
Space (MIB) 3375 4945 1110

4.4.2. Sensitivity of the Result on the Resolution

Generally, recovering DEM from lower-resolution will bring greater challenges to the
task of image SR or DEM SR, which means more details are required to be recovered. Most
traditional image SR methods can recover natural images from 3× downsampling [19].
With the development of SR techniques, SRGAN firstly used a framework to recover photo-
realistic images from 4× downsampling [17], and subsequent methods are proposed with
the benchmark of 4× downsampling to demonstrate their robustness and effectiveness.
Then, in this section, the impact of the resolution on different SR methods is investigated,
and the downsampling factor is set as 2× for comparison. The training details and the
obtained evaluation results based on testing data are presented in Figure 17 and Table 3,
respectively. Firstly, considering the training phase (Figure 17), the average error of the
generated high-resolution DEM obtained by SRGAN, ESRGAN, and CEDGAN gradually
stabilized at 0.65 m, 0.73 m, and 5.51 m, respectively. From the results, the training error
obtained in terms of 2× downsampling is lower than that of 4× downsampling (the
corresponding errors in terms of 4× downsampling obtained by SRGAN, ESRGAN, and
CEDGAN are 1.7 m, 2.2 m, and 6.4 m, respectively). Then, the evaluation results at the
testing phase present a similar tendency (see Section 4.3.1). Therefore, it can be concluded
that DEM SR is more difficult with the larger downsampling factors. Moreover, SRGAN
still outperforms the other methods in terms of the RMSE-Elevation.
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Figure 17. Training details of (a) SRGAN, (b) ESRGAN, and (c) CEDGAN based on the downsampling
factor of 2.

Table 3. Evaluation results of the fake high-resolution DEMs generated by the selected methods
based on the downsampling factor of 2.

Evaluation Index Bicubic SRGAN ESRGAN CEDGAN

RMSE-Elevation 0.701 0.684 0.768 5.351
RMSE-Slope 1.592 1.337 1.543 5.974

ME-Slope 0.884 0.867 0.981 4.407
RMSE-Aspect 0.933 1.089 1.090 1.848

ME-Aspect 0.309 0.425 0.423 1.121
Distance-Peak Point 5.247 5.763 5.716 8.678

Distance-Valley Point 7.636 8.557 8.448 13.691

4.4.3. Sensitivity of the Result on the Study Area

In the above experiments, we select DEMs from ten different regions including various
terrains (e.g., areas of plateau mountain and basin) to test the robustness of different
models. Usually, it is difficult for deep learning-based methods to deal with datasets they
are not familiar with, which means the deep spatial features in a new area are difficult
to be captured by a model trained with different datasets. Therefore, in this section, we
want to explore how these models perform when faced with datasets in new domains.
Therefore, the DEM dataset from a new area is used to test the sensitivity of the models.
From Figure 18, the DEM contains complex terrain features with the size of 448 × 448,
and the resolution is 20 m, which is also different from DEMs of 30 m resolution used in
the above experiments. All the results are obtained by using the well-trained models in
Section 4.2, and the results are listed in Table 4. The results present that bicubic outperforms
other methods when dealing with such a new area. This suggests that although these deep
learning models are trained with datasets from ten different regions, they are still weak to
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deal with new datasets. Then, compared with other deep learning methods, SRGAN still
obtains the best results (with only one evaluation index exception), which also shows its
robustness.
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Table 4. Evaluation results of the fake high-resolution DEMs generated by the selected methods
based on a new study area.

Evaluation Index Bicubic SRGAN ESRGAN CEDGAN

RMSE-Elevation 7.433 9.648 18.882 88.236
RMSE-Slope 9.136 8.848 11.394 23.206

ME-Slope 5.893 6.185 8.079 19.087
RMSE-Aspect 1.280 1.315 1.411 2.064

ME-Aspect 0.554 0.591 0.667 1.384
Distance-Peak Point 6.026 7.121 6.441 9.726

Distance-Valley Point 7.367 9.075 10.742 13.379

5. Conclusions and Future Work

SR is a classic topic in the field of computer vision, which can be widely applied in
relevant tasks. This technique has attracted the attention of researchers from different
fields for its easy understanding but important target, i.e., recovering high-quality texture
details from lower-grade images. Nowadays, with the rapid development of machine
learning (especially deep learning), image SR has made great progress. Although the task
of DEM SR presents to be similar to image SR, there are few works that introduce image SR
methods to DEM SR. The reason may be that DEM data have much more complex terrain
features and larger elevation differences than natural images do. Moreover, the lack of
DEM data for training may also be a limiting factor for previous research. Therefore, this
paper attempts to investigate the performance of image SR methods when applied to DEM
SR. More specifically, traditional bicubic interpolation method and three state-of-the-art SR
methods (SRGAN, ESRGAN, and CEDGAN) based on neural networks are selected, and
terrain-related evaluation indexes including slope, aspect, river, ridge, and critical points
are used for comparison.
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The results present that SRGAN outperforms the other three methods in terms of
most evaluation indexes, and CEDGAN presents to be the worst one. Considering these
two methods, there are two major differences. The first is that SRGAN designs a much
deeper generator network than CEDGAN, and the second is that SRGAN uses specific loss
functions and CEDGAN uses only adversarial loss. Network structure and loss function
are also the most concerning points of the methods based on neural networks. Therefore,
specifically designing the network structure and appropriate loss function for spatial data
is an operative road to integrate GIS tasks and artificial intelligence (AI). Then, ESRGAN
is proposed based on the adaptation of SRGAN, and ESRGAN is suggested to be able to
generate natural images with better visual perception performance. Although it can be
observed that many terrain features are learned by ESRGAN, these terrain features are
always distorted. Therefore, ESRGAN is appropriate for natural image SR, but this learning
process may not be suitable for DEM data. Finally, compared with methods based on neural
networks, bicubic interpolation can output relatively balanced results considering different
evaluation indexes. Moreover, this method can be applied to different terrain data without
a training process, which is more efficient than learning-based methods. However, the
main problem is that most of the terrain features are over-smoothed after the interpolation
process. Therefore, for the DEM SR task, SRGAN is recommended when adequate training
data and time are available, and bicubic interpolation can be used when efficiency rather
than terrain features are concerned.

In terms of the results, we plan to extend our work from the following perspectives: (1)
ESRGAN outperforms SRGAN in generating high-resolution natural images with realistic
visual perception. Although the original design of ESRGAN is inappropriate for DEM SR,
its idea of adapting SRGAN can be introduced to DEM SR, and that means specifically
designed structures of neural networks and loss functions for terrain data have great
potential to improve the effectiveness of terrain features preservation during DEM SR.
(2) The idea of SR can also be introduced to other GIS fields. For example, trajectory
points are usually collected between a fixed time interval (e.g., 1 min), which limits its
application when dense trajectory points are needed [48]. Therefore, designing methods
based on neural networks to increase the density of trajectory points is also a valuable
exploratory direction.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Y.Z. and W.Y.; methodology, Y.Z.; software, Y.Z.; valida-
tion, Y.Z.; formal analysis, Y.Z.; investigation, Y.Z.; resources, W.Y.; data curation, Y.Z.; writing—
original draft preparation, Y.Z.; writing—review and editing, Y.Z. and W.Y.; visualization, Y.Z.;
supervision, W.Y.; project administration, W.Y.; funding acquisition, W.Y. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: The project was supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (No.
42071442); by the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities, China University of
Geosciences (Wuhan) (No. CUG170640).

Data Availability Statement: This study makes use of third-party code sources from SRGAN [17],
ESRGAN [18], and CEDGAN [28]. Our codes are based on the original revision of SRGAN, ESRGAN,
and CEDGAN, and basic codes are revised to enable these models to apply to DEM data. The data
and codes that support the findings of this study are available in [figshare.com] with the identifiers
(https://figshare.com/s/3fe0b1313938b0db994a (accessed on 13 May 2021)).

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Hohle, J.; Hohle, M. Accuracy assessment of digital elevation models by means of robust statistical methods. ISPRS J. Photogramm.

Remote Sens. 2009, 64, 398–406. [CrossRef]
2. Li, J.; Wong, D.W.S. Effects of DEM sources on hydrologic applications. Comput. Environ. Urban Syst. 2010, 34, 251–261. [CrossRef]
3. Priestnall, G.; Jaafar, J.; Duncan, A. Extracting urban features from LiDAR digital surface models. Comput. Environ. Urban Syst.

2000, 24, 65–78. [CrossRef]

https://figshare.com/s/3fe0b1313938b0db994a
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.isprsjprs.2009.02.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compenvurbsys.2009.11.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0198-9715(99)00047-2


Sensors 2022, 22, 745 21 of 22

4. Tarboton, D.G. A new method for the determination of flow directions and upslope areas in grid digital elevation models. Water
Resour. Res. 1997, 33, 309–319. [CrossRef]

5. Kaab, A. Combination of SRTM3 and repeat ASTER data for deriving alpine glacier flow velocities in the Bhutan Himalaya.
Remote Sens. Environ. 2005, 94, 463–474. [CrossRef]

6. Garcia, G.P.B.; Grohmann, C.H. DEM-based geomorphological mapping and landforms characterization of a tropical karst
environment in southeastern Brazil. J. S. Am. Earth Sci. 2019, 93, 14–22. [CrossRef]

7. Fisher, P.F.; Tate, N.J. Causes and consequences of error in digital elevation models. Prog. Phys. Geogr. 2006, 30, 467–489. [CrossRef]
8. Liu, X. Airborne LiDAR for DEM generation: Some critical issues. Prog. Phys. Geogr. 2008, 32, 31–49. [CrossRef]
9. Sanders, B.F. Evaluation of on-line DEMs for flood inundation modeling. Adv. Water Resour. 2007, 30, 1831–1843. [CrossRef]
10. Zhang, W.; Montgomery, D.R. Digital elevation model grid size, landscape representation, and hydrologic simulations. Water

Resour. Res. 1994, 30, 1019–1028. [CrossRef]
11. Chen, Z.; Wang, X.; Xu, Z.; Hou, W. Convolutional neural network based DEM super resolution. ISPRS-Int. Arch. Photogramm.

Remote Sens. Spat. Inf. Sci. 2016, XLI-B3, 247–250. [CrossRef]
12. Xu, Z.; Wang, X.; Chen, Z.; Xiong, D.; Ding, M.; Hou, W. Nonlocal similarity based DEM super resolution. ISPRS J. Photogramm.

Remote Sens. 2015, 110, 48–54. [CrossRef]
13. Guan, L.Y.; Hu, J.; Pan, H.B.; Wu, W.Q.; Sun, Q.; Chen, S.Y.; Fan, H.S. Fusion of public DEMs based on sparse representation and

adaptive regularization variation model. ISPRS J. Photogramm. Remote Sens. 2020, 169, 125–134. [CrossRef]
14. Yue, L.; Shen, H.; Yuan, Q.; Zhang, L. Fusion of multi-scale DEMs using a regularized super-resolution method. Int. J. Geogr. Inf.

Sci. 2015, 29, 2095–2120. [CrossRef]
15. Jiang, L.; Hu, Y.; Xia, X.; Liang, Q.; Soltoggio, A.; Kabir, S.R. A multi-scale mapping approach based on a deep learning CNN

model for reconstructing high-resolution urban DEMs. Water 2020, 12, 1369. [CrossRef]
16. LeCun, Y.; Bengio, Y.; Hinton, G. Deep learning. Nature 2015, 521, 436–444. [CrossRef]
17. Ledig, C.; Theis, L.; Huszar, F.; Caballero, J.; Cunningham, A.; Acosta, A.; Aitken, A.; Tejani, A.; Totz, J.; Wang, Z.; et al.

Photo-Realistic Single Image Super-Resolution Using a Generative Adversarial Network. In Proceedings of the IEEE Conference
on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), Honolulu, HI, USA, 21–26 July 2017; pp. 4681–4690.

18. Wang, X.; Yu, K.; Wu, S.; Gu, J.; Liu, Y.; Dong, C.; Qiao, Y.; Tang, X.; Loy, C.C. ESRGAN: Enhanced Super-Resolution Generative
Adversarial Networks. In Proceedings of the European Conference on Computer Vision (ECCV) Workshops, Munich, Germany,
8–14 September 2018.

19. Yang, J.; Wright, J.; Huang, T.S.; Ma, Y. Image Super-Resolution Via Sparse Representation. IEEE Trans. Image Process. 2010, 19,
2861–2873. [CrossRef]

20. Lim, B.; Son, S.; Kim, H.; Nah, S.; Lee, K.M. Enhanced Deep Residual Networks for Single Image Super-Resolution. In Proceedings
of the IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR) Workshops, Honolulu, HI, USA, 21–26 July 2017;
pp. 136–144.

21. Dong, C.; Loy, C.C.; He, K.; Tang, X. Image Super-Resolution Using Deep Convolutional Networks. IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal.
Mach. Intell. 2014, 38, 295–307. [CrossRef]

22. Chen, Z.B.; Lin, J.X.; Zhou, T.K.; Wu, F. Sequential Gating Ensemble Network for Noise Robust Multiscale Face Restoration. IEEE
Trans. Cybern. 2021, 51, 451–461. [CrossRef]

23. Yang, Y.; Qi, Y. Image super-resolution via channel attention and spatial graph convolutional network. Pattern Recogn. 2021, 112,
107798. [CrossRef]

24. Panagiotou, E.; Chochlakis, G.; Grammatikopoulos, L.; Charou, E. Generating Elevation Surface from a Single RGB Remotely
Sensed Image Using Deep Learning. Remote Sens. 2020, 12, 2002. [CrossRef]

25. Yu, W.; Zhang, Y.; Ai, T.; Chen, Z. An integrated method for DEM simplification with terrain structural features and smooth
morphology preserved. Int. J. Geogr. Inf. Sci. 2021, 35, 273–295. [CrossRef]

26. Yang, F.; Yang, H.; Fu, J.; Lu, H.; Guo, B. Learning Texture Transformer Network for Image Super-Resolution. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), Seattle, WA, USA, 13–19 June 2020; pp. 5791–5800.

27. Chen, Y.; Wilson, J.P.; Zhu, Q.; Zhou, Q. Comparison of drainage-constrained methods for DEM generalization. Comput. Geosci.
2012, 48, 41–49. [CrossRef]

28. Zhu, D.; Cheng, X.; Zhang, F.; Yao, X.; Gao, Y.; Liu, Y. Spatial interpolation using conditional generative adversarial neural
networks. Int. J. Geogr. Inf. Sci. 2020, 34, 735–758. [CrossRef]

29. Zhang, W.; Liu, Y.; Dong, C.; Qiao, Y. RankSRGAN: Generative Adversarial Networks With Ranker for Image Super-Resolution. In
Proceedings of the 2019 IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision (ICCV), Seoul, Korea, 27 October–3 November
2019; pp. 3096–3105. [CrossRef]

30. Tsai, R. Multiframe image restoration and registration. Adv. Comput. Vis. Image Process. 1984, 1, 317–339.
31. Xia, P.; Tahara, T.; Kakue, T.; Awatsuji, Y.; Nishio, K.; Ura, S.; Kubota, T.; Matoba, O. Performance comparison of bilinear

interpolation, bicubic interpolation, and B-spline interpolation in parallel phase-shifting digital holography. Opt. Rev. 2013, 20,
193–197. [CrossRef]

32. Sun, J.; Sun, J.; Xu, Z.B.; Shum, H.Y. Gradient Profile Prior and Its Applications in Image Super-Resolution and Enhancement.
IEEE Trans. Image Process. 2011, 20, 1529–1542. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1029/96WR03137
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rse.2004.11.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsames.2019.04.013
http://doi.org/10.1191/0309133306pp492ra
http://doi.org/10.1177/0309133308089496
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.advwatres.2007.02.005
http://doi.org/10.1029/93WR03553
http://doi.org/10.5194/isprs-archives-XLI-B3-247-2016
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.isprsjprs.2015.10.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.isprsjprs.2020.09.005
http://doi.org/10.1080/13658816.2015.1063639
http://doi.org/10.3390/w12051369
http://doi.org/10.1038/nature14539
http://doi.org/10.1109/TIP.2010.2050625
http://doi.org/10.1109/TPAMI.2015.2439281
http://doi.org/10.1109/TCYB.2018.2889791
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.patcog.2020.107798
http://doi.org/10.3390/rs12122002
http://doi.org/10.1080/13658816.2020.1772479
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cageo.2012.05.002
http://doi.org/10.1080/13658816.2019.1599122
http://doi.org/10.1109/ICCV.2019.00319
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10043-013-0033-2
http://doi.org/10.1109/tip.2010.2095871
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21118774


Sensors 2022, 22, 745 22 of 22

33. Kim, K.I.; Kwon, Y. Single-Image Super-Resolution Using Sparse Regression and Natural Image Prior. IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal.
Mach. Intell. 2010, 32, 1127–1133. [CrossRef]

34. Demiray, B.Z.; Sit, M.; Demir, I. D-SRGAN: DEM Super-Resolution with Generative Adversarial Networks. SN Comput. Sci. 2021,
2, 48. [CrossRef]

35. Liu, S.; Zhu, Y.; Xue, L. Remote sensing image super-resolution method using sparse representation and classified texture patches.
Wuhan Daxue Xuebao (Xinxi Kexue Ban)/Geomat. Inf. Sci. Wuhan Univ. 2015, 40, 578–582. [CrossRef]

36. Xu, Z.K.; Chen, Z.X.; Yi, W.W.; Gui, Q.L.; Hou, W.G.; Ding, M.Y. Deep gradient prior network for DEM super-resolution: Transfer
learning from image to DEM. ISPRS J. Photogramm. Remote Sens. 2019, 150, 80–90. [CrossRef]

37. Harrison, B.A.; Jupp, D.L.B.; Lewis, M.M.; Sparks, T.; Mueller, N.; Byrne, G. Earth Observation: Data, Processing and Applications.
Volume 2C: Processing—Image Transformations; Australia and New Zealand CRC for Spatial Information: Carlton, VIC, Australia,
2019.

38. Han, D. Comparison of commonly used image interpolation methods. In Proceedings of the 2nd International Conference on
Computer Science and Electronics Engineering (ICCSEE 2013), Hangzhou, China, 22–23 March 2013; pp. 1556–1559.

39. Ciresan, D.; Meier, U.; Schmidhuber, J. Multi-column Deep Neural Networks for Image Classification. In Proceedings of the 2012
IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, Washington, DC, USA, 16–21 June 2012; pp. 3642–3649.

40. Kwon, O.; Kim, H.G.; Ham, M.J.; Kim, W.; Kim, G.H.; Cho, J.H.; Kim, N.I.; Kim, K. A deep neural network for classification of
melt-pool images in metal additive manufacturing. J. Intell. Manuf. 2020, 31, 375–386. [CrossRef]

41. Zhang, J.H.; Li, C.; Kosov, S.; Grzegorzek, M.; Shirahama, K.; Jiang, T.; Sun, C.H.; Li, Z.H.; Li, H. LCU-Net: A novel low-cost
U-Net for environmental microorganism image segmentation. Pattern Recogn. 2021, 115, 107885. [CrossRef]

42. Goodfellow, I.; Pouget-Abadie, J.; Mirza, M.; Xu, B.; Warde-Farley, D.; Ozair, S.; Courville, A.; Bengio, Y. Generative Adversarial
Networks. Commun. ACM 2020, 63, 139–144. [CrossRef]

43. Simonyan, K.; Zisserman, A. Very deep convolutional networks for large-scale image recognition. arXiv 2014, arXiv:1409.1556.
44. He, K.M.; Zhang, X.Y.; Ren, S.Q.; Sun, J. Deep Residual Learning for Image Recognition. In Proceedings of the 2016 IEEE

Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), Las Vegas, NV, USA, 27–30 June 2016; pp. 770–778. [CrossRef]
45. Isola, P.; Zhu, J.-Y.; Zhou, T.; Efros, A.A. Image-to-Image translation with Conditional Adversarial Networks. In Proceedings of the

2017 IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), Honolulu, HI, USA, 21–26 July 2017; pp. 1125–1134.
[CrossRef]

46. Yan, X.; Ai, T.; Yang, M.; Tong, X. Graph convolutional autoencoder model for the shape coding and cognition of buildings in
maps. Int. J. Geogr. Inf. Sci. 2021, 35, 490–512. [CrossRef]

47. Zhou, Q.; Chen, Y. Generalization of DEM for terrain analysis using a compound method. ISPRS J. Photogramm. Remote Sens.
2011, 66, 38–45. [CrossRef]

48. Yu, W.; Zhang, Y.; Ai, T.; Guan, Q.; Chen, Z.; Li, H. Road network generalization considering traffic flow patterns. Int. J. Geogr. Inf.
Sci. 2020, 34, 119–149. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1109/tpami.2010.25
http://doi.org/10.1007/s42979-020-00442-2
http://doi.org/10.13203/j.whugis20130385
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.isprsjprs.2019.02.008
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10845-018-1451-6
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.patcog.2021.107885
http://doi.org/10.1145/3422622
http://doi.org/10.1109/cvpr.2016.90
http://doi.org/10.1109/cvpr.2017.632
http://doi.org/10.1080/13658816.2020.1768260
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.isprsjprs.2010.08.005
http://doi.org/10.1080/13658816.2019.1650936

	Introduction 
	Related Work 
	Methods 
	SR Methods Based on Interpolation 
	SR Methods Based on Neural Networks 
	SRGAN 
	ESRGAN 
	CEDGAN 

	Evaluation Indexes 

	Experiments and Results 
	Data Descriptions and Parameters 
	Training Procedure 
	Results 
	Quantitative Evaluation 
	Visual Evaluation 
	Evaluation of Terrain Features Preservation 

	Ablation Experiments 
	Quantitative Analysis of the Computational Performance 
	Sensitivity of the Result on the Resolution 
	Sensitivity of the Result on the Study Area 


	Conclusions and Future Work 
	References

