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•  Simula1on	  of	  a	  GRASP	  mission	  with	  SLR+VLBI+GPS+DORIS	  is	  
underway	  

•  Current	  work	  focused	  on	  assessing	  the	  level	  of	  error	  
contribu1on	  in	  the	  ITRF	  origin	  and	  scale	  from	  the	  errors	  in	  the	  
site	  1es	  of	  each	  site	  using	  200	  realiza1ons	  of	  the	  errors	  at	  each	  
site	  (Monte	  Carlo	  approach)	  

–  Four	  levels	  of	  (3D)	  error	  looked	  at	  are:	  0.5,	  1.0,	  2.5	  and	  5.0	  mm	  

–  Four	  classes	  of	  sta1ons	  will	  be	  examined:	  

Ø  Single	  technique	  (DONE),	  results	  discussed	  in	  San	  Francisco,	  CA	  

Ø  4-‐technique	  (DONE),	  presented	  at	  EGU	  2012	  (Thursday	  a]ernoon	  poster:	  G2.1	  XL69)	  

Ø  3-‐technique	  and	  2-‐technique	  (in	  progress)	  
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Site	  Tie	  Error	  Simula1on	  
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TRF	  Error	  Sta1s1cs	  [mm,	  ppb,	  mas]	  
Case	  A	  (0.5	  mm)	  4-‐techniques	  
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TRF	  Error	  Sta1s1cs	  [mm,	  ppb,	  mas]	  
Case	  B	  (1.0	  mm)	  4-‐techniques	  
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TRF	  Error	  Sta1s1cs	  [mm,	  ppb,	  mas]	  
Case	  C	  (2.5	  mm)	  4-‐techniques	  
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Summary	  
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•  Analysis	  of	  the	  simulated	  TRF	  realiza1ons	  with	  three	  levels	  
of	  errors	  (0.5,	  1.0,	  2.5,	  and	  5.0	  mm)	  and	  the	  assump1on	  of	  
four	  techniques	  present	  at	  all	  32	  sites	  indicates:	  

–  0.5	  mm	  is	  too	  strict	  of	  a	  requirement	  (overkill)	  

–  1.0	  mm	  meets	  requirements	  

–  2.5	  mm	  is	  marginally	  acceptable	  (reality	  will	  be	  probably	  worse)	  

•  Next	  set	  of	  simula1ons	  will	  inves1gate	  the	  cases	  where	  less	  
than	  four	  techniques	  are	  present	  at	  each	  site	  and	  a	  
reasonable	  number	  of	  networks	  with	  mixed	  cases	  of	  both	  
parameters,	  i.e.	  level	  of	  site	  1e	  errors	  and	  number	  of	  
techniques	  present	  
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Schedule	  -‐	  Milestones	  
Planned	   Status	   Status/Descrip2on	  

Apr.	  2012	   In	  progress	   Quan1fy	  the	  impact	  of	  errors	  in	  vector	  1es	  between	  
different	  observing	  systems	  at	  each	  sta1on 

May	  2012	   Inves1gate	  tradeoff	  scenarios	  for	  incomplete	  deployments	  
(sites	  with	  some	  tech.	  already	  avail.) 

June	  2012	   Inves1gate	  tradeoffs	  of	  using	  exis1ng	  versus	  new	  sites 

Aug.	  2012	   Understand	  the	  impact	  of	  likely	  phased	  deployment	  of	  new	  
sta1ons 

Dec.	  2012	   Data	  analysis	  and	  valida1on	  

July	  2013	   Data	  combina1on	  and	  evalua1on	  of	  ITRF	  product	  

Dec.	  2013	   SGP	  Integra1on	  support	  
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