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Purpose:  The South Carolina, Lee County lidar elevation dataset was reevaluated due to the concerns of the large extent of water coverage in the data identified in the initial review.  During the initial review the lidar bare-earth surface was compared to imagery, provided water shapefiles and the intensity images.   This review is using mostly the lidar point cloud to evaluate the land surface verses water inconjunction with imagery and the shaded relief.  
Analysis: The shaded relief in Figure 1 shows the wide expanse of the large river.  This is also shown by the bare-earth classification in Figure 2 where the tan points identify ground and the grey points show all other unclassified points.  However if you look closely at the grey points in Figure 2 the river is apparent and not nearly as large as indicated by the classification.  The profile in Figure 3 also indicates that there are points not classified that look representative of the ground.  The yellow box on the profile window shows the river and areas that may be water but to say the whole expanse is water just does not seem accurate. 
Figure 4 show imagery of the winding river.  The profile breaks shows the winding river but the point classification indicates that there are no ground points except at the extreme left and right which results in the shaded relief showing a huge lake in Figure 5.   
Figures 6 and 7 although more subjective still show that clearly in the center of this water feature there are points which look like ground.   If these points are not ground why, since the profile is so similar as to the right and left where they are classified as ground?
Figure 8 shows an area of the river that although it is out of its banks the profile agrees with the classification.  However, in Figure 9, which is right next to Figure 8, the swamp area has been classified as a larger lake which does not agree with the profile.
Figures 10 and 11 are a combination of imagery, shaded relief and the lidar point profiles which show swamp area which have been incorrectly turn in to large lakes.  Figures 12 and 13 are further examples of this issue.
Figures 14 and 15 indicate an area where the lack of lidar point returns clearly support the water feature even though the imagery show this area as swamp or vegetation.  Figure 16 also shows a correct area where even though there is vegetation clearly there are not ground points under the vegetation.  Toward the edges it is a little iffy but acceptable
Summary:  Through this analysis we really feel that there are many points around water features that should have been classified as ground but were not.  We think this dataset should be reevaluated for possible misclassification.
Questions:  Did the hydro features come from the lidar or was there another source?
		If the hydro features came from the lidar how were they extracted?

Figure 1: Shaded Relief (-80.075, 34.093)
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Figure 2:Tan = Bare-earth, Grey = Other Classes (-80.075, 34.093)
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Figure 3: Classified lidar point profile (-80.075, 34.093)
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Figure 4: Imagery and lidar point profile (-80.01, 34.058)
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Figure 5: Shaded Relief with the same lidar points profile as Figure 7 (-80.01, 34.058)
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Figure 6:  Imagery and lidar point profile (-80.217, 34.271)
[image: ]

Figure 7:Shaded relief and lidar point profile of the same area as Figure 6 (-80.217, 34.271)
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Figure 8: Shaded relief with lidar point profile (-80.21, 34.192)
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Figure 9: Shaded relief with lidar point profile (-80.192, 34.195)
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Figure 10:  Imagery with lidar point profile (-80.075, 34.093)
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Figure 11: Shaded relief with lidar point profile (-80.075, 34.093)
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Figure 12:  Imagery and lidar point profile (-80.413, 34.198)
[image: ]

Figure 13: Shaded relief and lidar point profile (-80.413, 34.198)
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Figure 14: An example where the lidar points supports the water body designation even though the imagery in Figure 15 show intermittent water
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Figure 15: Same area as Figure 14 with imagery underneath
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Figure 16: Shaded relief with the lidar points and a profile window (-80.288, 34.178)
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