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Abstract: Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) are used in a variety of applications with the aim of
mapping detailed surfaces from the air. Despite the high level of map automation achieved today,
there are still challenges in the accuracy of georeferencing that can limit both the speed and the
efficiency in mapping urban areas. However, the integration of topographic grade Global Navigation
Satellite System (GNSS) receivers on UAS has improved this phase, leading to a reach of up to a
centimeter-level accuracy. It is therefore necessary to adopt direct georeferencing (DG), real-time
kinematic positioning (RTK)/post-processed kinematic (PPK) approaches in order to largely automate
the photogrammetric flow. This work analyses the positional accuracy using Ground Control Points
(GCP) and the repeatability and reproducibility of photogrammetric products (Digital Surface Model
and ortho-mosaic) of a commercial multi-rotor system equipped with a GNSS receiver in an urban
environment with a DG approach. It was demonstrated that DG is a viable solution for mapping
urban areas. Indeed, PPK with at least 1 GCP considerably improves the RMSE (x: 0.039 m, y: 0.012 m,
and z: 0.034 m), allowing for a reliable 1:500 scale urban mapping in less time when compared to
conventional topographic surveys.

Keywords: UAS; SfM; RTK; PPK; direct georeferencing

1. Introduction

Originally, Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) were developed mainly for military
purposes and applications such as unmanned inspection, surveillance, reconnaissance,
and mapping of hostile areas [1]. The first civil UAS experience in geomatics took place
in the 1990s. Nowadays, UAS represent a common platform for photogrammetric data
acquisition [2]. Accordingly, UAS is an alternative for mapping and to perform a spatial
analysis of the territory [3,4]. This data collection technology offers similar quality and
reliability results when compared to conventional topography, which requires higher costs
for its application instead [5]. Therefore, the use of UAS is more economically profitable
than other technologies such as the use of Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS)
receivers [6], Terrestrial Laser Scanning (TLS) [7], Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) [8]
and conventional aerial photogrammetry [9].

Images acquired by UAS offer useful information for archaeological documenta-
tion [10], geological and geomorphological surveys and monitoring [11–13], urban mod-
eling [14–17], emergency assessment [18], and engineering applications [19,20]. Based on
the use of the structure-from-motion (SfM) algorithm [21], which could replace conven-
tional surveying methods, centimeter accuracies can be obtained according to the scale

Drones 2022, 6, 388. https://doi.org/10.3390/drones6120388 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/drones

https://doi.org/10.3390/drones6120388
https://doi.org/10.3390/drones6120388
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/drones
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2184-6761
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3288-4029
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2618-7526
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5352-6140
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1548-7758
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7301-5508
https://doi.org/10.3390/drones6120388
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/drones
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/drones6120388?type=check_update&version=1


Drones 2022, 6, 388 2 of 15

of study [22,23]. In order to achieve such a level of accuracy in the mapping of urban
areas using UAS, a high overlap between captured images is required [24,25]. Afterwards,
detailed photogrammetric models (Point Cloud, Digital Elevation Model, Orthophoto) are
obtained by indirect or direct georeferencing [26].

Indirect georeferencing (IG) of these models is based on extensive field deployment, sur-
vey deployment, and ground control point (GCP) reconnaissance. The latter are subsequently
recognized on the images within the photogrammetric software in the lab/office [27–29]. On
the other hand, direct georeferencing (DG) replaces GCPs with aerial control by GNSS-assisted
Bundle Block Adjustment (BBA) using Automatic Aerial Triangulation (AAT), which is one of
the most widely used techniques in aerial photogrammetry [30,31]. In AAT, the coordinates of
the camera stations are measured by an integrated GNSS receiver at each exposure time and
are introduced as constraints in the BBA adjustment [32,33], or they are used to calculate the
transformation of the arbitrary SfM reference to the mapping system accurately [28].

However, the accuracy obtained is influenced by the type of data processing, and
there are three common configurations for geotagging photographs in an SfM workflow.
(i) On-board position calculation: photo positions are based on the location of the UAS and
recorded as an Exchangeable Image File (Exif) data; (ii) Post Processed Kinematic (PPK):
photo positions are calculated after flight based on records from the mobile (UAS) and a
GNSS base station; and (iii) Real Time Kinematic (RTK): photo positions are calculated
in real-time, with corrections sent to the mobile directly from the base station [34]. The
base station can be local or in special cases, a correction can be sent from a co-commercial
base station via Networked Transport of RTCM via Internet Protocol (NTRIP protocol) to
the remote controller [22,35]. In this context, guaranteeing the recording and storing of
coordinates in a known place for the PPK [36] and RTK [26] configuration depends largely
on the location of the base station and mobile, which must share an appropriate geometrical
configuration of satellites and carrier phase [37].

In DG, no GCPs collected with external GNSS are required to process aerial pho-
tographs, thus the workflow becomes less time-consuming and costly. Nevertheless, there
is a need to mitigate UAS camera positioning errors for complex geometry scenarios, such
as urban environments or linear mapping (urbanized corridors, runways, etc.) [38]. This can
be done using a GNSS navigation/quality inertial navigation system (INS), thus obtaining
a high accuracy, but at an increased cost for UAS [23,39]. In recent years, variations of such
techniques have been developed to address the specific peculiarities of UAS-based aerial
photogrammetry, including relative position/orientation control [2,40], raw observation,
and multi-sensor adjustment [41]. However, the use of GCPs is important to establish
adequate topographic control [41–43].

In that context, the Phantom 4 RTK UAS (DJI-P4RTK), having an integrated multi-
frequency GNSS receiver, allows for the performance of either a PPK, RTK, or NTRIP
DG approach [44,45]. In addition, P4RTK contains a non-metric camera, with limitations
on identifying appropriate Interior Orientation Parameters (IOP) along with the package
setting. However, this could be overcome by using at least one GCP or one chamber pre-
calibration [37,42,46]. Furthermore, having a GNSS receiver allows for storing raw data that
can be used for further evaluations. Accordingly, the UAS allows one to perform an indirect
orientation using GCP, as well as the direct orientation of the measured image positions
(external orientation—EO). Due to this, in this study, the combination of both (GCP and
EO), known as integrated orientation was used, which has shown better accuracies [45].

Integrated guidance for UAS has been used both in coastal mapping [47] and in rural
and urban mapping [48]. There is no current knowledge about the variants of the data
capture mentioned in PPK and RTK [49], particularly for urban environments with complex
physiography such as the city of Chachapoyas (narrow access roads, typical of colonial-era
cities in Peru). Therefore, this research aims to analyze the accuracy of the photogrammetric
models (DSM and ortho-mosaic) based on the accuracy standards set by the American
Society for Photogrammetry and Remote Sensing (ASPRS) [50–52]. For this purpose, three
types of flights are analyzed using the RTK and PPK approach acquired by the UAS, which
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are combined with a set of GCPs (1, 5, and 10) to create 27 photogrammetric projects.
This study identifies the most suitable UAS data acquisition and processing method for
mapping an urban area. It also has the potential for replicability in similar areas with
rugged physiography and multiple colonial buildings, or other similar scenarios.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Area

The city of Chachapoyas (6◦13′45.84′′ S; 77◦52′20.47′′ W), which is the capital of the
department of Amazonas, is located in the north-eastern Peruvian Andes at 2483 m above
mean sea level (m.a.s.l.). The city is 1200 km far away from Lima, the capital of Peru
(Figure 1). The climate varies from temperate to moderately rainy, with a cumulative
annual rainfall of 777.8 mm and maximum and minimum temperatures (period 1960–1991)
of 19.8 ◦C and 9.2 ◦C, respectively. It has a marked climatic seasonality with an alternating
rainy season from November to April, and a dry season from May to October [53,54]. The
urban area of the city of Chachapoyas covers 2239.35 ha, of which 15 ha belonging to the
La Laguna neighborhood was mapped with six cadastral blocks, consisting of multiple
colonial buildings and narrow, steeply sloping streets [54].

Drones 2022, 6, x FOR PEER REVIEW 3 of 16 
 

Integrated guidance for UAS has been used both in coastal mapping [47] and in rural 

and urban mapping [48]. There is no current knowledge about the variants of the data 

capture mentioned in PPK and RTK [49], particularly for urban environments with com-

plex physiography such as the city of Chachapoyas (narrow access roads, typical of colo-

nial-era cities in Peru). Therefore, this research aims to analyze the accuracy of the photo-

grammetric models (DSM and ortho-mosaic) based on the accuracy standards set by the 

American Society for Photogrammetry and Remote Sensing (ASPRS) [50–52]. For this pur-

pose, three types of flights are analyzed using the RTK and PPK approach acquired by the 

UAS, which are combined with a set of GCPs (1, 5, and 10) to create 27 photogrammetric 

projects. This study identifies the most suitable UAS data acquisition and processing 

method for mapping an urban area. It also has the potential for replicability in similar 

areas with rugged physiography and multiple colonial buildings, or other similar scenar-

ios. 

2. Materials and Methods 

2.1. Study Area  

The city of Chachapoyas (6 °13′45.84″ S; 77°52′20.47″ W), which is the capital of the 

department of Amazonas, is located in the north-eastern Peruvian Andes at 2483 m above 

mean sea level (m.a.s.l.). The city is 1200 km far away from Lima, the capital of Peru (Fig-

ure 1). The climate varies from temperate to moderately rainy, with a cumulative annual 

rainfall of 777.8 mm and maximum and minimum temperatures (period 1960–1991) of 

19.8 °C and 9.2 °C, respectively. It has a marked climatic seasonality with an alternating 

rainy season from November to April, and a dry season from May to October [53,54]. The 

urban area of the city of Chachapoyas covers 2239.35 ha, of which 15 ha belonging to the 

La Laguna neighborhood was mapped with six cadastral blocks, consisting of multiple 

colonial buildings and narrow, steeply sloping streets [54]. 

 

Figure 1. Location Map of the Surveyed Urban Area. Figure 1. Location Map of the Surveyed Urban Area.

2.2. Data Acquisition
2.2.1. GNSS Survey

In this work, 10 GCPs and 4 Validation Points (VPs) were established. The GCPs
and VPs were represented as square-shaped marks of 0.533 m in size (Figure 2a). The
three-dimensional coordinates of these targets were collected with a Trimble R10 GNSS
receiver operated in PPK mode (Figure 2b). The base station was established at a geodetic
point of order C [55] with a record of 7 min and was calculated by a static survey, pre-
viously corrected with a geodetic pillar (AMA01) of the Peruvian National Geographic
Institute (IGN) [55]. The metric coordinates of BM-01 (Bench Mark) were 18,2601.173 m E,
9,310,378.217 m N, and 2357.706 m.a.s.l. (Figure 2c). These horizontal coordinates refer
to the Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) Zone 18 South coordinate system, and the
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elevation refers to the MSL using the EGM08 geoid model. For PPK mode GCP measure-
ments, these multi-frequency GNSS geodetic instruments have an accuracy specification
set by the manufacturer of ±3 mm + 0.5 ppm horizontal RMS and ±5 mm + 1 ppm vertical
RMS [56]. In particular, since the distance between the base station and the study area was
approximately 260 m, the horizontal and vertical errors were 1 and 2 cm, respectively.
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(c) Base station BM-01.

2.2.2. UAS Planning

Three types of flights were performed: grid (2D), double grid (3D), and terrain tracking,
planned to use the GSRTK mobile application [45]. In addition, the altitude optimization
option was used. This enabled the collection of oblique images (−45◦) from the lower
left corner to the center of the study area, except for the terrain-following flight type [45].
This “hybrid” data collection is useful for simulating the results of image acquisition in
general [44]. These flights covered an approximate area of 15 ha with a Ground Sampling
Distance (GSD) of 3.84 cm. A nadir position of the camera was established, except for the
3D flight (−60◦) taking into account north-south flight lines, as well as an overlap of 80%
longitudinally and 75% laterally, and an average flight height of 140 m. Each type of flight
was executed using three positioning solutions (Table 1). This resulted in the execution
of six photogrammetric flights over the study area. For RTK, three configurations were
considered, in which CP (1, 3, and 5) were used for the type of 2D flight, 3D flight and
ground tracking. Similarly, the same was applied to PPK1 and PPK2, resulting in a total of
27 photogrammetric projects.
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Table 1. DJI Phantom 4 RTK UAS Flight and Positioning Configurations.

Flight Configuration ID 1 Positioning Solution
Photogrammetric Projects According to N◦ CP

1 3 5

A
RTK (Refined position due to corrections sent
by a GNSS base station in the field, the D-RTK 2
receiver placed at a point of known coordinates)

RTK_1,
RTK_4,
RTK_7.

RTK_2,
RTK_5,
RTK_8

RTK_3,
RTK_6,
RTK_9,

B

PPK1 (Refined position due to post-process
corrections by a GNSS base station in cabinet,
Trimble R10 receiver placed at a point of
known coordinates)

PPK1_1,
PPK1_4,
PPK1_7.

PPK1_2,
PPK1_5,
PPK1_8.

PPK1_3,
PPK1_6,
PPK1_9.

PPK2 (Refined position due to post-process
corrections by a GNSS base station in a cabinet,
the commercial receiver AMA01 established
by IGN)

PPK2_1,
PPK2_4,
PPK2_7.

PPK2_2,
PPK2_5,
PPK2_8.

PPK2_3,
PPK2_3,
PPK2_9.

1 Each configuration was run for the three types of flights: grid, double grid, and terrain tracking.

2.3. Positioning Configurations Adopted during Flight Tests
2.3.1. UAS-RTK Surveying

An RTK approach was performed (Figure 3a), with the specifications given by
Teppati et al. [49]. The DJI GNSS base station DRTK2 [57] was used as a positioning
solution, which transmits real-time corrections to improve the positioning accuracy of the
UAS located at any point with known or unknown coordinates [34]. For this work, we
adopted the solution that requires the use of a point of known coordinates (BM-01): the
GNSS base station was placed in the central part of the study area (Figure 2c), enabling
reconstruction of the orientation and the displacement of the camera concerning the APC
(Antenna Phase Center) for the PPK approach.
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2.3.2. UAS-PPK Surveying

For the PPK approach (Figure 3b), which is the correction of the UAS positions
recorded by the GNSS receiver during flight and the estimation of the camera positions
after the data acquisition phase, a post-process is required. Here, the Trimble R10 GNSS
receiver with a known coordinate (BM-01) storing data in static mode at one second in
the PPK1 configuration (Table 1) was used as a base. Similarly, the data from the AMA01
geodetic pillar (recorded every 5 s) was used in the PPK2 configuration. Consequently,
in order to process the data, it is necessary to use either a self-built solution [47] or free
third-party software [58], or alternatively commercial software [59]. For this work, PPK
processing was performed using RED toolbox, which performed geotagging with fixed
solutions for all images. RED toolbox, for P4RTK and other DJI products, automatically
calculates the lever arm from the information stored in the UAS files, compared to the free
RTKLIB software used by Teppati et al. [49].

2.4. Photogrammetric Processing of the Acquired Data

The photogrammetric processing flow (Figure 4) consists of matching waypoints from
the UAS images. These images were automatically calibrated based on EXIF information
for tie point generation. The calibrated images were georeferenced using an integrated
orientation to generate a dense 3D point cloud, and to subsequently obtain the DSM and
ortho-mosaic. Image georeferencing is the first step in obtaining photogrammetric products
(ortho-mosaics, DSM, DTM, and contour lines) and represents the prerequisite for their
metric exploitation [60].

2.5. Comparative Analysis
2.5.1. Accuracy Assessment

In order to perform the assessment of both horizontal (ortho-mosaic) and vertical
(DSM) accuracy, the ASPRS guide [49] was used as a reference. For the altitude coordinate
(Z), the location of the vertical control points should be surveyed on flat open terrain or
with uniform slopes and slopes ≤10%. According to the guide, the vertical non-vegetation
accuracy (NVA) at the 95% confidence level in unvegetated terrain is approximated by
multiplying the vertical accuracy class accuracy values (or RMSEz) by 1.96.

The first method to assess accuracy is the root mean square of the quadratic differ-
ences between the reconstructed model and the surveyed GCP coordinates, known as the
root mean square error (RMSE) [61]. The horizontal (x and y) and vertical (z) positional
accuracies were determined for the photogrammetric projects from the GCP coordinates,
specifically with the validation points (VPs) within Agisoft Metashape [60].

The RMSE values for the X, Y, Z, and r components are estimated as shown in
Equations (1)–(5). Where the sub-indices oi and GNSSi of X, Y, and Z represent the coordi-
nates estimated by the ortho-mosaic and measured by the GNSS receiver, respectively.

RMSEX = ±

√
∑n

i=1 (Xoi − XGNSSi)
2

n
(1)

RMSEY = ±

√
∑n

i=1 (Yoi − YGNSSi)
2

n
(2)

RMSEZ = ±

√
∑n

i=1 (Zoi − ZGNSSi)
2

n
(3)

RMSEXY = ±
√

RMSEX
2 + RMSEY

2 (4)

RMSEr = ±
√

RMSEX
2 + RMSEY

2 + RMSEz2 (5)
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2.5.2. Cross-Section Analysis

In urban mapping, assessing height differences through cross-sectional profiles is an
important issue [62,63]. For this reason, a profile was extracted from the DSMs, to be compared
with the cross-sectional profile surveyed in the field by a total station (Trimble M5 1’).

The DSM resolution of the 27 photogrammetric projects ranged from 0.06 to 0.105 m.
Thereafter, all DSMs were re-sampled using the nearest neighbor technique to a resolution of
0.105 m, to make them compatible and consistent for the comparative analysis of transverse
profiles. To generate the cross-sectional profile, a 40 m line was drawn on the ortho-mosaic
in the central part of the study area; the altimetric data was hence collected in the field
using the total station with a step of 0.10 m, monitoring the changes in altitude.

Notably, the cross-section has been selected in the region where the 2D, 3D, and Terrain
flight plans overlap to compare the 27 DSMs generated in this work, with the data collected
from the cross-section obtained by the total station during the survey operations.
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3. Results
3.1. Geometric Accuracy of Aerial Photographic Mosaics
3.1.1. RTK Accuracy

RMSE was calculated based on the VP (04) for the RTK photogrammetric projects
(Figure 5). Using the real-time correction of the GNSS receiver base DRTK2 linked to a
known point BM-01 (Figure 2), different solutions were tested according to the type of
images acquired in the field (2D, 3D, and terrain) and the number of GCPs used for the
block orientation (1, 5 and 10), obtaining 9 UAS photogrammetric projects.
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Figure 5. RMSE of the VPs for Different RTK Configurations.

All of the 9 configurations present an RMSEr between 0.066 m and 0.111 m computed
through the VPs. The RTK4 configuration has the highest RMSEr value, whereas the RTK2
configuration shows the lowest value (0.06 m). Indeed, using 5 GCPs reduces the precession
by 0.05 m compared to RTK_1 with 10 GCPs, reducing the fieldwork by surveying GCPs.
According to ASPRS, the RTK_2 configuration with a GSD of 3.84 cm/px belongs to Class II,
which allows one to perform mapping at a scale of 1/500.

The VPs distributed within the urban area have an RMSEz value ranging from 0.030 m
to 0.074 m, with the RTK_7 Terrain mode configuration with 1 GCP having the best
accuracy, meaning that the non-vegetated vertical accuracy (NVA) values are equal to
RMSEz (58.8 mm). This dataset was tested to meet ASPRS positional accuracy standards
for a vertical accuracy class of 10 cm. The actual accuracy of the NVA was found to be 7 cm,
which is equivalent to +/− 15 cm at a 95% confidence level. This is considered acceptable
for urban mapping applications.

3.1.2. PPK1 and PPK2 Accuracy

Both the results of the PPK1 and PPK2 approaches consist of 9 photogrammetric
projects, from PPK1_1 to PPK1_9 (Figure 6a) and from PPK2_1 to PPK2_9 (Figure 6b),
respectively. Figure 6 shows the RMSEr of the VPs for the different configurations, the error
for the x, y, z, xy components, and the total error.
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Figure 6. PPK1 and PPK2 Accuracy (a) RMSE of VP for the PPK1 Approach (b) RMSE of VP for the
PPK2 Approach.

The best RMSEr of the PPK1 approach was found for the PPK1_1 configuration (2D
flight with 01 GCPs), with an overall accuracy of 0.053 m. For the PPK2 approach, the
best RMSEr was obtained using the PPK2_9 configuration (0.490 m), which consisted of a
ground flight mode with 10 GCPs. The latter is a high value when compared to the RTK
and PPK1 approaches.

Similarly, the VP within the urban area have an RMSEz value of 0.034 (PPK1_1) m
and 0.281 (PPK2_9) m. Here, the PPK1_1 GCP configuration obtained the best accuracy
results, which means that the NVA = RMSEz × 1.96 = 63 mm. This dataset was tested to
meet ASPRS positional accuracy standards for a vertical accuracy class of 10 cm. The actual
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accuracy of the NVA was found to be 5 cm, which is equivalent to +/− 10 cm at a 95%
confidence level, and is therefore considered acceptable for urban cadastral applications.

3.2. Cross-Section

Regarding the cross-section of the DSM (Figure 7), it can be noted that, in the RTK
approach (Figure 7a), on average, all the configurations present small variations of 0.05 m
between the profiles extracted from the model and the ones surveyed by the total station
(TS). On the contrary, the PPK approach (Figure 7b) presents similarities in altitude in all of
the profiles except for PPK_8 and PPK_9, which have a difference of 0.10 m in the central
part of the graph.
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Figure 7. Comparative Analysis of the TS Cross-section. (a) Cross-section of the RTK Approach.
(b) Cross-section of the PPK1 Approach. (c) Cross-section of the PPK2. PPK1 Approach and (d) The
Most Accurate Cross-section of the Approaches to the ST.

In the case of the PPK approach (Figure 7c), this presents a very high-altitude bias
versus the TS plot of approximately 2–15 m along the cross-section. On the other hand,
the configurations that integrated some oblique images in the nadiral dataset (PPK_1,
PPK_5, PPK_6, RTK5, RTK6) produced profiles that generally presented less altitude bias,
considering also a vertical level of uncertainty of a few centimeters.

Figure 7d shows the most accurate terrain profile concerning the data collected by the
total station. Overall, the PPK_1 2D flight mode configuration with 1 GCP seems to have
the highest accuracy.
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4. Discussion

For the 27 photogrammetric projects analyzed in this study, using RTK, PPK1, and
PPK2 approaches, a 3D accuracy of 0.066 m, 0.053 m, and 0.49 m was obtained, respectively.
Such values conform to the APRSS [50] mapping standard of a nominal map scale of 1:500.
For all solutions, an integrated orientation approach (EO + GCPs) was adopted, since this
approach presents better results, as discussed by Przybilla [46]. However, to adopt the best
solution for a direct georeferencing (GI) approach, specific guidelines must be followed,
such as collecting GCPs in situ for block adjustment (at least 01) and flying with a minimum
overlap of 80% in urban areas and within a range of 80 to 120 m in altitude above ground
level [36].

In regards to the flight planning, when covering the area to be mapped with two flights
or more, these should be connected to a base station by RTK or NTRIP, as it reinforces the
acquisition geometry improving the estimation of internal parameters of the IOP. This was
not the case for the PPK2 approach, which had an offset between flight plans, decreasing
the overlap of the photo capture and resulting in a considerable increase of the RMSEr
0.437 m to PPK1 (0.53 m). This is due to the desynchronization of the collected data [23].
In Peru, the IGN’s commercial GNSS bases are in the process of being modernized so that
they can collect static data at 1Hz [64], which would significantly reduce the RMSRr of
photogrammetric projects.

In addition, for the PPK1 and PPK2 approach in the ground-based mode, it has a high
RMSE (33 times more) because a global DEM (90 m) was used to map the area, which re-
sulted in a risky flight and low overlap of photos. Therefore, to perform a flight with proper
terrain tracking, a high-resolution DEM with a topographic precision is necessary [65].

The RTK approach presents difficulties because there is a need to have at least one
known coordinate point in the area of interest, as well as a real-time signal connection at all
times from the DRTK2–P4RTK to obtain optimal results. The signal in urban areas tends
to be lost, causing a poor photograph geotagging accuracy due to signal structures and
interferences by communication antennas [46]. Therefore, DJI implemented the RTK FIX
option, which allows keeping the connection fixed for up to 10 min [45]. That is, the longer
P4RTK and D-RKT2 remain unconnected (10 min max.), the more the RTK signal drops.

This caused the RTK approach using the GNSS D-RTK2 GNSS base, specifically the
RTK_2 configuration, to have a slightly higher RMSEr (0.066 m) than the PPK1_1 approach
(0.053 m). Besides, the accuracy of the reference point coordinates can directly influence the
accuracy of the coordinates stored in the geotag of the acquired images [61].

Practical experience also showed that the PPK approach [34,36,46,47,49], specifically
PPK1, is preferable to RTK technology [22,46,62,66] in an environment where frequent
occlusion of satellite signals occurs due to the movement of the drone or its surrounding
communication signals (e.g., radio signals, telephone lines, television, etc.). Although
there is the option of using the PPK approach with the D-RTK2 GNSS receiver, it is not
yet available as an official DJI solution to perform such post-processing of data derived
from static mode acquisitions [45]. This makes it necessary to use a third-party GNSS base,
increasing the costs of the photogrammetric survey. Furthermore, it is worth mentioning
that there is the RTK approach via NTRIP using a local or commercial GNSS base receiver.
The latter approach has been used in previous studies [34,59], but Peru currently lacks the
NTRIP service, hence we have not used it for this study.

It was also demonstrated that the cross-sectional profiles of the PPK1 approach best
match the profile obtained using the total station. This is of the utmost importance for
the remodeling, construction, and design of roads in urban environments, leading to the
convenience of this comparison [47,66].

Overall, the PPK1 approach led to the best 3D accuracy of the block orientation phase
of the block using at least one GCP. It was demonstrated that using data derived from a
GNSS receiver allows for a faster acquisition in the field, as well as lowering requirements
in terms of deployment of instrumentation. For large-scale mapping purposes, it is strongly
recommended to use a GNSS receiver within the surveyed area.



Drones 2022, 6, 388 12 of 15

For future research and in similar study area conditions, it is recommended to perform
camera calibration a priori, in order to evaluate whether the accuracy of the photogrammet-
ric model is improved or not. This is because the DJI UAS cameras cannot be considered
metric and stable cameras [46]. It is also recommended to use PPK approaches in NTRIP
mode on a commercial basis. In addition, geo-tagging processing should be done with the
use of free and paid software on a comparative basis.

5. Conclusions

Direct georeferencing was shown to be a viable solution for mapping urban areas with
multiple colonial buildings and narrow streets. It was noted that the PPK1 approach is
better than PPK2 and RTK. PPK1 errors are between 0.053 to 0.305 m, unlike PPK2 ranging
from 0.49 to 16.053 m, the latter being about 33 times greater than PPK1. This was due to
the temporary desynchronization of data stored in AMA01 (5Hz) and P4RTK (1Hz). In
the case of the PPK1 (PPK1_1 to PPK1_6) approach, this method is slightly better than the
RTK approach, presenting RMSEr 0.053 to 0.105 m and 0.066 to 0.111, respectively. This is
because inside a city there is often an interference caused by telecommunications networks,
which generate positioning errors in some cameras due to a signal loss.

In addition, if we consider the PPK1_1 approach in a 2D flight with at least 1 GCP, this
kind of configuration significantly improves the RMSEz when compared to the use of 5 or
10 GCPs. The precision also improves horizontally, obtaining an RMSEr of 0.053 m, which
allows for the development of urban cartography on a scale of 1:500.

Photogrammetry application is possible using UAS and applying the DG technique,
in particular the PPK1 approach. Therefore, in the case of Peru, it is not recommended to
use the PPK2 approach due to the desynchronization of the collected data, despite the use
of different GCPs. Additionally, signage such as GCP recognition requires considerable
effort in cartography with UAS, especially in complex terrain such as cities with multiple
colonial buildings in which it is not possible to conduct an RTK study of GNSS. In this
sense, we recommend a more in-depth analysis of the new UAS configurations with the
GD approach to use GCPs to a lesser extent.
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