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Abstract: In this study, a new approach for estimating volume variations of lakes and reservoirs using
water levels from satellite altimetry and surface areas from optical imagery is presented. Both input
data sets, namely water level time series and surface area time series, are provided by DGFI-TUM‘s
Database of Hydrological Time Series of Inland Waters (DAHITI). The approach is divided into three
parts. In the first part, a hypsometry model based on the new modified Strahler approach is computed
by combining water levels and surface areas. The hypsometry model describes the dependency
between water levels and surface areas of lakes and reservoirs. In the second part, a bathymetry
between minimum and maximum surface area is computed. For this purpose, DAHITI land-water
masks are stacked using water levels derived from the hypsometry model. Finally, water levels and
surface areas are intersected with the bathymetry to estimate a time series of volume variations in
relation to the minimum observed surface area. The results are validated with volume time series
derived from in-situ water levels in combination with bathymetric surveys. In this study, 28 lakes
and reservoirs located in Texas are investigated. The absolute volumes of the investigated lakes and
reservoirs vary between 0.099 km3 and 6.448 km3. The correlation coefficients of the resulting volume
variation time series with validation data vary between 0.80 and 0.99. Overall, the relative errors
with respect to volume variations vary between 2.8% and 14.9% with an average of 8.3% for all 28
investigated lakes and reservoirs. When comparing the resulting RMSE with absolute volumes, the
absolute errors vary between 1.5% and 6.4% with an average of 3.1%Ṫhis study shows that volume
variations can be calculated with a high accuracy which depends essentially on the quality of the used
water levels and surface areas. In addition, this study provides a hypsometry model, high-resolution
bathymetry and water level time series derived from surface areas based on the hypsometry model.
All data sets are publicly available on the Database of Hydrological Time Series of Inland Waters
(DAHITI, https://dahiti.dgfi.tum.de).
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1. Introduction

In the last years, discussions about global climate change have been increasing in the media and
society, especially in connection with fake news and originators of climate change. Numerous climate
studies are based on remote sensing data. Since the 1970s, remote sensing has been providing valuable
data for monitoring the global water cycle and its changes. Compared to the global water storage,
only 0.013% [1] of the Earth‘s water is stored in lakes and reservoirs which are often affected by the
impact of climate change. Since the 1980s, the number of reported flood events of inland waters has
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increased by 38% from about 150 to more than 400 in 2008 [2]. Human influence on the terrestrial
water such as the construction of dams or agricultural irrigation has also increased in last decades. In
the worst case, the resulting water scarcity can lead to political crisis or wars [3]. Therefore, the impact
of climate change on the availability of fresh water for human consumption is immense. Independent
monitoring of inland waters is therefore essential. However, since the 1980s, the number of publicly
accessible in-situ measurements has been steadily decreasing which is reflected in the data holding of
the Global Runoff Data Center [4]. Especially in remote areas and in developing countries, there is a
lack of in-situ measurements. Today, existing data gaps can be often filled by using remote sensing
technology which has already provided valuable information about changes on Earth.

Modeling and understanding of the terrestrial water cycle is of great importance for analyses of
climate change [5]. Hydrological models have been developed to gain more knowledge. Hydrological
models such as the WaterGAP Global Hydrology Model (WHGM) use storage changes of lakes and
reservoirs and river discharge to quantify the amount of water on Earth [6]. Data from the Gravity
Recovery and Climate Experiment (GRACE), which measures the total water storage, are often used
for calibration and data assimilation of hydrological models [7]. However, due to the spatial resolution
of about 300 km and the required separation of the signal into surface water, soil moisture, and
groundwater [8], GRACE cannot be used to derive volume changes of water bodies directly. GRACE
has already been used in several studies to correct leakage errors [9] or to compare them with other
geometrical approaches [10] [11] to estimate volume changes of lakes.

Satellite altimetry was originally designed to monitor the sea surface and the existing sea level
rise since the 1990s. For more than two decades, satellite altimetry has also proven its worth for
monitoring water level changes of lakes, reservoirs and rivers [12] [13] [14] [15] [16]. Since satellite
altimetry measures in nadir direction, only the water level directly crossed by a satellite track can
be investigated. To reach water levels with an accuracy between several centimetres and several
decimetres, the crossing track requires a track length above water of about a few hundred meters.

Since the 1970s, optical imagery has been used to monitor changes on the Earth’s surface, such as
flooded regions [17] or wetlands [18]. The Landsat mission with the satellites of Landsat-4/-5/-7/-8
has been providing optical images with constant quality since 1982. The Sentinel-2 mission has been
providing high-resolution optical images for monitoring inland waters since 2015. In [19] an automated
approach was shown that combines both data sets to extract surface areas of lakes and reservoirs.

The estimation of volume changes requires the most accurate bathymetry and water levels. The
generation of both data sets can be done with different approaches which have already been used
in different studies. The most precise approach for estimating volume changes is to use ground
measurements. For this purpose, water levels from in-situ stations are combined with bathymetry
based on ship surveys. This approach is carried out by the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB,
https://www.waterdatafortexas.org) for about 120 lakes and reservoirs in Texas. The disadvantages of
this method are that the surveys are time-consuming, cost a lot of money and are not easily applicable
in remote areas. However, these data sets are very accurate and can therefore be used to validate
volume changes based on remote sensing approaches. Up to now, it is not possible to measure the
bathymetry of deeper lakes and reservoirs with the help of remote sensing such as optical images,
because the light is attenuated as it enters the water. Even if several studies have successfully shown
the potential for estimating bathymetry in shallow waters such as in coastal zones or shallow lakes
[20] [21] [22], this technique can currently not be used for operational lake volume computation. Other
studies estimated the lake bathymetry using the surrounding topographic slopes derived from a
digital elevation model (DEM) [23]. Classical approaches for estimating volume changes of lakes
and reservoirs are based on the combination of water levels from satellite altimetry and surface areas
from optical images. However, the data sources used and the coupling methods applied to estimate
volume changes differ considerably, which is shown in the following. In [24], water levels from
satellite altimetry (GRLM, Hydroweb, IceSAT, RLH) are combined with surface areas derived from
a few selected Landsat images by applying a polynomial function of degree 2 for the estimation of
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the hypsometric curve. This approach was applied to three lakes with volumes between 5.5 km3

and 35.5 km3 and yields a relative accuracy between 4.62% and 13.08%. In [25], water levels from
satellite altimetry (GRLM, Hydroweb, RLH) and surface areas derived from MODIS are combined
with a linear hypsometry model. The approach is applied on 34 globally distributed reservoirs with a
volume between 3 km3 and 165 km3. Another approach is to use water levels obtained from IceSAT
and corresponding surface images from Landsat and MODIS of Lake Poopó. The resulting contour
lines are then interpolated to obtain a partial bathymetry. [26] In [27], the satellite altimetry of Hydrosat
is combined with selected images from Landsat and MODIS to estimate a hypsometric model. This
involves adjusting polynomial functions of degree 1, 2 or 3, depending on the relationship. Finally, the
time series of the volume variations are calculated using a pyramidal approach. This approach was
shown for 24 lakes and reservoirs with a surface area between 350 km2 and 82,200 km2. In a further
study, 137 lakes and reservoirs are analyzed by combining water levels from DAHITI and monthly
land water masks from the JRC Global Surface Water (GSW) data set based on Landsat data. The
volumes are calculated for lakes that have a linear relationship between water level and surface areas.
Therefore, volume changes are estimated for consecutive changes of water level and surface area. [28]

In this paper, a new approach to calculate time series of volume variations of small lakes
and reservoirs (≤ 6.0 km3, ≤ 782 km2) is presented. For this purpose, precise water levels from
satellite altimetry and high-resolution surface areas from optical imagery are combined to estimate
a hypsometry model. Then, the hypsometry model is used to reconstruct water levels from surface
areas to compute a bathymetry above the smallest available surface area. Afterwards, water levels and
surface areas are intersected with the bathymetry to calculate a time series of volume variation with
respect to the smallest surface area. Finally, all resulting time series of volume variation of 28 selected
water bodies are validated with in-situ storage changes. In contrast to existing similar approaches,
the quality and number of data sets used in this study differ. Since we are using more data of higher
precision, as well as an advanced combination approach, our approach yield better accuracies also for
smaller water bodies.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, all the investigated 28 water bodies are introduced.
Section 3 describes the data used for processing and validation. Section 4 describes in detail the
methodology for combining water levels from satellite altimetry and surface areas from optical images
to estimate volume changes. In Section 5, the new approach for estimating volume variations for three
selected water bodies is presented in detail, followed by a validation and quality assessment of all
water bodies. Finally, a summary and discussion of the results as well as an outlook is given.

2. Water Bodies

For the demonstration and validation of the new approach, we have selected 28 lakes and
reservoirs in Texas, USA, which are shown in Figure 1. All selected water bodies are well monitored
by the Texas Water Development Board (TWDB). The TWDB provides in-situ water levels, ship survey
data, bathymetry data, hypsometric curves, height-area-volume relationships, and detailed reports for
each selected water body. This information is essential for a reliable quality assessment of our results.
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Lakes/Reservoirs

Figure 1. Map of 28 lakes and reservoirs located in Texas

Table 1 gives an overview of the 28 water bodies and their characteristics. For each water body,
the minimum, maximum and variation of water level, surface area and volume are given based on
in-situ data.
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Table 1. List of water bodies and characteristics derived from available in-situ data

Target Name (ID) Water Level [m]1 Surface Area [km2]1 Volume [km3]1

Min. Max. Var. Min. Max. Var. Min. Max. Var.

Bardwell (10317) 126.70 134.32 7.62 10.37 13.00 2.63 0.038 0.062 0.024
Benbrook (10147) 206.09 218.42 12.33 9.10 14.71 5.61 0.000 0.116 0.116
Cedar Creek (13002) 95.77 98.54 2.77 102.22 132.93 30.71 -0.032 0.845 0.877
Choke Canyon (13116) 58.41 68.11 9.70 42.80 102.17 59.37 0.006 0.956 0.950
Conroe (13132) 58.74 62.76 4.02 60.69 76.99 16.31 -0.003 0.644 0.647
Grapevine (13061) 159.04 171.60 12.56 19.19 27.15 7.96 0.000 0.248 0.248
Granbury (13190) 207.72 211.21 3.49 18.70 34.52 15.82 0.089 0.175 0.086
Houston (8850) 11.08 15.93 4.86 33.18 45.66 12.47 0.103 0.198 0.095
Hubbard Creek (10272) 351.12 361.33 10.21 17.21 63.48 46.27 0.005 0.529 0.524
Jim Chapman (10505) 128.63 136.71 8.07 37.95 72.67 34.72 0.098 0.568 0.470
Kemp (13146) 341.07 350.42 9.35 15.76 62.15 46.39 0.002 0.485 0.483
Kickapoo (10279) 313.77 319.24 5.47 10.01 23.73 13.72 0.000 0.146 0.146
Lavon (13043) 144.74 153.79 9.05 45.24 87.48 42.24 0.171 0.530 0.359
Lewisville (11327) 154.55 163.61 9.06 62.81 109.97 47.16 0.345 1.326 0.981
Medina (13183) 296.39 326.59 30.20 2.46 26.79 24.33 0.009 0.371 0.363
Meredith (12977) 865.37 886.61 21.24 6.35 33.79 27.43 0.020 0.539 0.519
O.H.Ivie (10271) 457.97 473.21 15.25 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.073 0.709 0.636
Palestine (13077) 103.17 106.58 3.41 72.74 105.56 32.82 -0.041 0.598 0.639
Ray Roberts (10146) 187.58 196.43 8.86 70.52 115.93 45.41 0.490 1.449 0.958
Red Bluff (13158) 851.73 863.29 11.56 n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.013 0.180 0.167
Richland Chambers (8814) 92.55 96.62 4.08 133.31 175.32 42.00 0.845 1.497 0.652
Sam Rayburn (10246) 45.95 53.33 7.38 308.62 455.57 146.96 -0.070 3.947 4.017
Stamford (10274) 426.54 434.64 8.10 3.98 28.12 24.14 0.000 0.107 0.107
Stillhouse Hollow (13157) 182.88 202.38 19.50 16.71 27.22 10.51 0.170 0.301 0.131
Tawakoni (8813) 129.52 134.59 5.07 104.39 151.05 46.66 -0.070 1.321 1.391
Texoma (13141) 185.35 196.80 11.45 237.56 323.47 85.91 2.385 3.786 1.402
Toledo Bend (10247) 48.62 53.10 4.48 510.13 782.16 272.03 0.000 6.041 6.041
Whitney (13102) 157.49 171.09 13.60 53.05 93.76 40.71 -0.063 2.370 2.433

1 Based on water levels, surface areas and volumes provided by TWDB;

3. Data

In this study, water levels from satellite altimetry and surface areas from optical imagery are
used to calculate time series of volume variations for lakes and reservoirs. For validation and quality
assessment, we use water levels from in-situ stations, surface areas derived from bathymetric surveys
and volumes resulting from the combination of water levels and bathymetry. Figure 2 gives a detailed
overview of the data availability of the input data and validation data used for each of the 28 water
bodies.
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Figure 2. Data availability of the used input data from DAHITI (water level, surface area) and validation
data from USGS/TWDB (water level, surface area, volume) for all water bodies
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3.1. In Situ Data

The availability of in-situ data is essential to assess the quality of our results. We deal with
three different types of data sets, but only for one of them, ground truth data is available. Firstly,
water levels from satellite altimetry are used which can be easily validated by using in-situ stations.
However, surface areas and volume variations cannot be validated in a suitable way without an
accurate bathymetry of the investigated lakes or reservoirs. Usually, bathymetry data are obtained by
ship surveys measuring the lake bottom. In combination with in-situ water levels, surface areas and
absolute volumes can be derived in a good quality for validation.

The Texas Water Development Board (TWDB, http://www.twdb.texas.gov/) provides water
levels, surface areas and volumes for approximately 120 lakes and reservoirs in Texas which will be
used to validate this study. The water levels are derived from in-situ stations maintained primarily
in cooperation with the United States Geological Survey (USGS). In addition, the TWDB carries out
bathymetry surveys which are conducted at irregular intervals. The lake volumes are then calculated
using rating curves. However, since the bathymetry surveys refer to the water level on the day of the
survey, no directly measured surface areas and volumes are available above that level. These values
can only be estimated by extrapolating the calculated rating curve. This fact must be taken into account
when validating the resulting volume variations in this study. The surface area time series and volume
time series provided in the TWDB can also contain offsets between time periods of the recalculated
rating curves. Remaining offsets are corrected to obtain consistent time series for validation. In
addition, the TWDB provides reports for each water body containing detailed information on the
surveys and the calculated height-area-volume relationships. This is very helpful in this study to
understand and analyse inconsistencies in the time series used for validation.

We use the TWDB data holding to validate our results. Water level time series and surface
areas time series are used for the quality assessment of the inputs used. In addition, we use the
absolute volume time series to validate the resulting time series of volume variations. This is done
for 28 investigated lakes and reservoirs in Texas. Figure 2 shows the data availability of water levels
(light blue), surface areas (orange) and volumes (light green) provided by USGS/TWDB and used for
validation in this study.

3.2. Water Level Time Series from Satellite Altimetry

In 1992, Topex/Poseidon was launched as the first operational satellite for monitoring sea level.
Since then, several altimeter missions have been launched with improved equipment. In the last
few decades, satellite altimetry has also been used for hydrological application such as measuring
water levels of lakes, reservoirs, rivers and wetlands. Envisat was the first altimeter mission with the
potential to derive water level time series of smaller lakes and rivers with sufficient accuracy between
a few centimeters and a few decimeters. However, not all inland waters can be investigated, as the
altimeter satellites only measure in nadir direction.

DGFI-TUM developed an approach to derive water level time series for lakes, reservoirs, rivers
and wetlands. This method is based on a Kalman filtering approach and extended outlier detection
[15]. Currently, DGFI-TUM‘s web portal DAHITI makes more than 2,600 respective water level time
series freely available. In this study, we use 28 DAHITI inland water bodies. The water level time
series are based on the altimeter missions Topex/Poseidon, Jason-1/-2/-3, ERS-2, Envisat, SARAL,
Sentinel-3A/-3B, ICESat and CryoSat-2. Depending on the location of the water body and the orbit of
the altimeter mission, only a subset of missions can be used for processing, resulting in time series
with different time spans and numbers of points. Each point contains several altimeter measurements
which are combined in the Kalman filtering step of the DAHITI approach. The time sampling also
varies between 10 days (Topex/Poseidon, Jason-1/-2/-3) and 369 days (CryoSat-2). In order to obtain
a consistent and homogeneous water level time series, a multi-mission cross-calibration is applied to
minimize range biases between different altimeter missions [29]. For the study targets, the resulting
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Root Mean Square Errors (RMSE) compared to the in-situ station for the time series used varies
between 0.13 m and 0.78 m (average: 0.25 m).

3.3. Surface Area Time Series and Land-Water Masks from Optical Satellite Imagery

In 1972, Landsat-1 was launched as the first satellite in the Landsat series developed by NASA.
It was followed by Landsat-2 and Landsat-3 in 1975 and 1978, but Landsat-4 was the first satellite to
provide optical images with a spatial resolution of 30 m. It was followed by its successors Landsat-5
(1984), Landsat-6 (1993, launch failed), Landsat-7 (1999) and Landsat-8 (2013). All satellites are
equipped with a multi-spectral sensor and a thermal mapper. The European Space Agency (ESA)
developed and launched Sentinal-2A and Sentinal-2B in 2015 and 2017, respectively. Sentinal-2A/-2B
measures with similar bandwidth as Landsat, but the spatial resolution improved to 10 m and 20 m,
respectively. Numerous other satellites providing optical images are available (e.g. MODIS, SPOT,
IKONOS), which differ in quality and data accessibility.

DGFI-TUM developed an approach for the automated extraction of consistent time-variable
water surfaces of lakes and reservoirs based on Landsat and Sentinel-2 [19]. Currently, DAHITI freely
provides about 60 surface area time series. The approach is based on a land-water classification using
five different water indices. The resulting land-water masks with data gaps caused by clouds, snow
or voids are stacked to calculate a long-term water probability mask using all available scenes since
1984. Finally, the long-term water probability is used to fill the remaining data gaps in an iterative
approach. The temporal resolution varies between 16 days in the beginning, when only a single
Landsat-4 mission is available, and nowadays 2-3 days, when Landsat-7/-8 and Sentinel-2A/-2B take
measurements. Consistent and homogeneous surface area time series and corresponding land-water
masks (as visible in Fig. 3) are used in this study. The advantage of optical imagery over satellite
altimetry is the swath measuring technique which has the potential to observe water bodies worldwide.
For the test sites, the validation of surface area time series with surface areas derived from in-situ
water levels in combination with bathymetry surveys leads to RMSE that vary between 0.13 km2 and
21.75 km2 (average: 2.74 km2).

Figure 3. Three selected land-water masks of Ray Roberts Lake from 2000-09-20 (blue, 70.490 km2),
2013-09-08 (orange, 95.750 km2) and 2018-12-27 (green, 114.150 km2)

4. Methodology

This section describes in detail the new approach to estimate time series of volume variations. A
flowchart of the processing steps is shown in Figure 4. First, the input data are extracted from DAHITI,
which includes water levels, surface areas, and land-water masks. Based on water levels and surface
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areas, a hypsometric curve is calculated which describes the relationship between both parameters. The
hypsometry curve is then used to reconstruct water levels for all surface areas. Then, the bathymetry
is calculated by stacking the land-water masks and associated water levels. Finally, the time series of
volume variations is computed by using the calculated bathymetry and the water levels from satellite
altimetry and surface areas, respectively. The resulting data sets such as hypsometry, water levels
derived from surface areas and hypsometry, bathymetry and time series of volume variations are
transferred to the DAHITI web portal.

Database for Hydrological Time Series (DAHITI)
(https://dahiti.dgfi.tum.de)

Extraction of Input Data

Estimation of Hypsometric Curve

Estimation of Water Levels
from Surface Areas using Hypsometry

Estimation of Bathymetry

Estimation of Volume Variation Time Series

Land-Water Masks
(Optical Imagery)

Surface Areas
(Optical Imagery)

Water Levels
(Satellite Altimetry)

Hypsometric Curve

Water Levels
from Surface Areas

Bathymetry

Time Series of
Volume Variations

Figure 4. Flowchart of the applied processing steps (blue) and data sets (red) used for estimating time
series of volume variations.

4.1. Extraction of Input Data

In the first step, the required input data are extracted from DAHITI (https://dahiti.dgfi.tum.de).
These include water levels from satellite altimetry, surface areas and land-water masks from optical
imagery. In the following steps, these three data sets are used to estimate time series of volume
variations for lakes and reservoirs.

4.2. Estimation of Hypsometric Curve

Each lake and reservoir has a fixed area-height relationship that depends on its bathymetry and
can be described by a hypsometric curve. In hydrological applications, hypsometric curves are used to
assign water levels and surface areas of inland water bodies. For this purpose, mathematical functions
are adapted to describe the relationship between water levels and surface areas. Due to the bathymetry
and the surrounding topography, the adjusted function must always be monotonically increasing.
Former studies used linear or polynomial functions to fit the hypsometric curve [27] [25] [24] [28].
However, these applied functions do not capture all variations of the area-height relationship caused
by the bathymetry.

In 1952, Strahler developed a percentage hypsometric curve that relates the horizontal
cross-sectional area of a drainage basin to the relative elevation above basin mouth, allowing direct
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comparisons between different basins [30]. In his study, hypsometric curves are used to analyze the
erosion of topography within basins. To fit the most natural hypsometry curves, a function with three
variables (a,d,z) is used, which is shown in the Equation 1. In this function, x gives the normalized
basin area and y the normalized basin height.

y =

[
d − x

x
· a

d − a

]z
(1)

The original formula of Strahler (Equation 1) is based on two constants a and d which fulfill the
condition d > a. The general form of the function is defined by the exponent z greater than 0. All
functions intersect the points A and B. Between the intersection points A(a, 1) and B(d, 0), the values
on the y-axis are always limited between 0 and 1, while the values on the x-axis are limited between a
and d. Figure 5 (left) shows examples of hypsometric curves based on the original Strahler approach
for different z and constant a (0.05) and d (1.00).

Figure 5. Original Strahler approach [30] (left) and modified Strahler approach based on water levels
and surface areas (right)

In general, it can be assumed that the bathymetry of lakes or reservoirs has similar characteristics
as a drainage basin. Therefore, we have modified the original Strahler approach shown in Equation 1
to estimate hypsometic curves for lakes and reservoirs.

y =

[
(xmin − x)
(xmin − xip)

·
(xmax − xip)

(xmax − x)

]z

· yscale + ymin (2)

For applications in which the whole drainage basins is analyzed shown in [30], the Equation 1 can
easily be used, since the minima and maxima of area and height are known to normalize the data.
However, in our study, the minima and maxima of water levels from satellite altimetry and surface
areas from optical imagery of a lake or reservoir are unknown. The main reason for this is that the
water body under investigation was never empty during the measurement period. Also extreme events
like floods or droughts can be missed due to the lower temporal resolution of both data sets. This leads
to an unknown bathymetry below lowest observed water level or the smallest surface area. Therefore,
only a section of the hypsometric curve is known for the estimation, which requires a modification of
the original Strahler approach.

In Equation 2, six parameters of the resulting hypsometry curve are adjusted. xmin defines the
minimum surface area and xmax the maximum surface area of the hypsometry curve. The minimum
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water level is defined as ymin and the variations of water level is defined as yscale. The exponent
z describes the shape of the hypsometric curve. The intersection points A(xip, ymin + yscale) and
B(xmin, ymin) can be expressed by five parameters of the modified Strahler approach. Between A and B,
the function is always monotonically increasing, which is directly related to the bathymetry. In general,
the surface areas can vary between 0 km2 if the lake is empty and the maximum surface area if the
lake is filled. However, water levels refer to a specific reference (e.g. sea level) that does not reflect the
bottom of the lake or reservoir. Since the depths of inland waters are not known, an assumption must
be applied for an as accurate as possible ymin. In [31], the area-volume-depth relationship of lakes was
investigated on the basis of the Hurst coefficients. In this study, we use the area-depth relationship to
define rough limits for the minimum water level ymin. In Figure 5 (right), examples of hypsometric
curves based on the new modified Strahler approach are shown for different z and constant ymin, yscale,
xmin, xip and xmax.

Since water levels and surface areas are usually not captured on the same day, both data must be
linked in a suitable way. Within a few days, the water level or surface areas can change significantly
(e.g. flood events). In order to maximize the number of pairs and to minimize possible errors, only
water levels and surface areas whose difference between the two measured data is less than 10 days
are assigned. Finally, the resulting pairs are used to fit the function of the modified Strahler approach
in Equation 2. The hypsometric curve can be used to calculate water levels from surface areas or vice
versa. Detailed examples and discussion of hypsometric curves for selected inland water bodies are
shown in Section 5.1.

4.3. Estimation of Water Levels from Surface Areas using Hypsometry

Estimating lake bathymetry requires water levels for each surface area and land-water masks.
This information is necessary to estimate bathymetry between the smallest and largest surface area.
Therefore, we use the calculated hypsometric curve to derive the water levels of all observed surface
areas. Based on satellite altimetry, water level time series for larger lakes can be derived with an
accuracy of less than 10 cm beginning in 1992. For smaller lakes and reservoirs the accuracy normally
yields between 10 cm and 40 cm. The temporal resolution of the altimetry-derived time series is limited
to 10-35 days for smaller lakes with only one satellite overflight track. The water levels derived from
surface areas can also be used to densify the altimetry-based water level time series and extend them
to preceding years since 1984. Moreover, for smaller lakes and reservoirs, surface areas can be derived
more accurately than water levels due to the measurement technique. The advantage of using the
hypsometric curve to derive water levels from surface areas is that water level errors from altimetry are
minimized. However, additional errors due to extrapolation or time-dependent changes of bathymetry
may occur.

4.4. Estimation of Bathymetry

To estimate volume variations, the next step is to calculate a bathymetry of the lakes or reservoirs.
The calculation of the bathymetry can be done in different ways. Simple assumptions such as regular
or pyramidal shapes of the bathymetry can be used. This might be accurate enough for lakes with
more or less regular shapes, however, for reservoirs with large volume changes, this assumption may
lead to large errors in volume change estimation. Therefore, we estimate a bathymetry between the
minimum and maximum observed surface area based on all available high-resolution land-water
masks and corresponding water levels derived from the hypsometric curve. The resulting bathymetry
finally allows us to compute volume variations referring to the minimum observed surface area, since
the underlying bathymetry is unknown.

The schematic processing strategy for the bathymetry is shown in Figure 6. In the first step, all
land-water masks are stacked according to water levels which are derived from the hypsometric curve
in descending order. Then, each pixel column is analyzed separately to calculate the resulting height of
the bathymetry. Therefore, a median filter of size five is applied to each pixel column in the direction
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of decreasing water levels. This is shown as an example for two pixels. In the first example (green), all
pixels in column are correctly classified. In the second example (blue), not all pixels in the column are
correctly classified because there are several changes between land and water. Using the median filter
reduces the influence of corrupted land-water pixels on the final height. As long as the result of the
median filter is water, the current height is set for the pixel. If the result of the median filter is land, the
filtering is stopped for the current pixel column. Finally, this processing step leads to a high-resolution
bathymetry between the minimum and maximum observed surface area.

Figure 6. Processing strategy for the estimation of the bathymetry

4.5. Estimation of Volume Variation Time Series

For the calculation of a time series of volume variations, bathymetry and water levels are required
to get information on water depth of different pixels. For that purpose, water levels from satellite
altimetry as well as water levels derived from surface areas and hypsometric curve are used. In the first
step, each water level is intersected with the bathymetry to calculate the volume below the water level
pixel by pixel. Finally, all pixel volumes of the current water level are accumulated to obtain a volume
above the minimum observed surface area. Since the volume below is unknown, only time series of
volume variations can be estimated. Additionally, surface area errors are converted into volume errors
by using the hypsometric curve and bathymetry. Detailed examples and discussion of bathymetry and
the resulting time series of volume variations are shown for selected inland water bodies in Section 5.1.

5. Results and Validation

In this section, the estimated time series of volume variations are presented and validated. This is
performed in detail by three examples representing different reservoir sizes with input data of different
quality, namely: Ray Roberts Lake, Hubbard Creek Lake and Palestine Lake. Additionally, a general
quality assessment will be carried out for all 28 water bodies introduced in Section 2.
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5.1. Selected Results

5.1.1. Ray Roberts, Lake

Ray Roberts Lake is a reservoir located in the North of Dallas, Texas. The dam construction
started in 1982 and was completed in 1987. In 1989, the reservoir was filled. Since then, the surface
area has varied between 70.49 km2 and 123.22 km2 [32].

Extraction of Input Data

Figure 7 shows the used input data separated into water levels (top) and surface areas (bottom).
The water level time series (blue) of Ray Roberts Lake shown the top plot contains 355 data points in
the period between 2008-07-23 and 2020-02-25 derived from the satellite altimeter missions of Jason-2
and Jason-3. The water level time series varies between 189.89 m and 195.81 m. The temporal resolution
is about 10 days. For validation, the water levels of the gauging station (black) of Pilot Point (ID:
08051100) at Ray Roberts Lake provided by the TWDB/USGS are used. It results in an RMSE of 0.15 m
and a correlation coefficient of 0.98 by using 353 contemporaneous points. An offset of -0.11 m between
both time series occurs (corrected in the Figure) which can be caused by different vertical datums.

Figure 7. Used water level time series from satellite altimetry and surface area time series from optical
imagery for Ray Roberts Lake. Additionally, available validation data provided by TWDB and resulting
quality assessment are shown.

The surface area time series (green) derived from optical imagery of Ray Roberts Lake is shown in
the bottom plot of Figure 7. It contains 543 data points in the period between 1989-06-10 and 2019-03-25
which are derived from the optical imagery satellites Landsat-4/-5/-7/-8 and Sentinel-2A/-2B. The
surface areas vary between 70.49 km2 and 123.22 km2. For validation, the surface area time series from
TWDB is used. Therefore, water levels from the gauging station and bathymetry were combined.
The bathymetry was derived by a survey performed between 2008-09-11 and 2008-10-15 using a
multi-frequency, sub-bottom profiling depth sounder [32]. Since the water level at the time of the
survey was only 192.79 m, no groud-truth bathymetry information is available above that height, i.e.
for surface areas larger than 115.92 km2 (dashed black line). That’s why the TWDB surface area time
series is missing above that value. The comparison of both time series results in an RMSE of 1.48 km2

(about 1%) and a correlation of 0.98 by using 380 points. Additionally, an offset of 3.03 km2 occurs
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which may be caused by the DAHITI approach to classify the optical images.

Estimation of Hypsometric Curve

For estimating the hypsometric curve of Ray Roberts Lake 262 data points are used, for which the
time difference between water level and surface area is smaller than 10 days. In Fig. 8, the area of data
(orange rectangle) indicates the range of all water levels and surface areas for Ray Roberts Lake. It can
be seen that the water levels from satellite altimetry do not cover the full range of surface areas due to
the shorter time series. This requires a good estimate of the hypsometric curve in order to extrapolate
the uncovered range of surface areas between 70.49 km2 and 88.36 km2. This example already shows
occurring small discrepancies for smaller extrapolated values of the hypsometric curve compared to
in-situ data which will be discussed in the next processing step.

Figure 8. Hypsometry curves of Ray Roberts Lake using modified Strahler approach (blue), linear
function (dashed red) and polynomial function (dashed green). Additionally, a hypsometric curve
(dashed black) from the TWDB is shown as comparison.

Based on the methodology described in Section 4.2, the hypsometric curve (blue) is estimated
following the modified Strahler approach. It shows a correlation coefficient of 0.93 and an RMSE of
0.26 m with respect to the 262 points of input data. For comparison, hypsometric curves based on
linear (dashed red) and polynomial (dashed green) functions are computed and shown in Figure 8.
The resulting correlation coefficient and RMSE decreased slightly for the linear (R2: 0.88, RMSE: 0.34 m)
and polynomial (R2: 0.92, RMSE: 0.28 m) function. The linear hypsometric curve agrees quite well with
the used data points below 115 km2 where the relationship is almost linear. However, the exponential
increase of the hypsometric curve above 115 km2 cannot be captured by a linear function. Otherwise,
the polynomial function shows a good agreement for larger areas but has an unrealistic behavior
for small areas since the hypsometric curve has to be monotonically increasing. Apparently, both
approaches show their disadvantages when the functions are used for the extrapolation of data. So far,
this quality assessment can only describe the performance within the range where data is available
and not the capability for the extrapolation.

Additionally, the hypsometric curve (dashed black) provided by the TWDB from the survey
in autumn 2008 is shown for comparison. Since heights of the TWDB rating curve are referred to
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NGVD29, we apply an offset of -0.11 m derived from the validation of the water level time series with
in-situ data in order to achieve consistent heights for comparison. However, an offset with respect to
the used points still remains. Furthermore, the TWDB rating curve is limited to a water level height of
192.79 m at which the bathymetric survey was carried out. A visual comparison with the other three
hypsometric curves coincidentally shows the best agreement with the linear function. The reason
is the lack of information for surface areas smaller than about 90 km2 for the estimation of a precise
hypsometric curve.

Estimation of Water Levels from Surface Areas using Hypsometry

In the next step, corresponding water levels are estimated for each surface area by using the
hypsometric curve. Figure 9 shows the resulting water level time series based on the modified Strahler
hypsometric curve (blue). For comparison, water levels based on a linear (dashed red) and polynomial
(dashed green) hypsometric curve are shown. Additionally, water levels from satellite altimetry
(yellow) and its lower and upper boundaries called confidence range (dashed black) based on the
hypsometric curve are shown in Figure 9. For the purpose of quality assessment, all four time series are
validated with water levels from the in-situ station (orange). For that purpose, correlation coefficients
and RMSE values are estimated twice for each time series: for all water levels and only for water levels
within the confidence range, i.e. without extrapolating the hypsometric curve.

Figure 9. Comparison of derived water levels from surface areas using different hypsometric curves of
Ray Roberts Lake

Based on the data range used for the computation of the hypsometry curve it can be assumed that
the quality of water levels within the confidence range is better than outside due to extrapolation
errors. This can be clearly seen in the validation results. The water level time series using the linear
hypsometric curve leads to a correlation coefficient of 0.94 and a RMSE of 0.27 m for all points. Within
the confidence range, the correlation coefficient decreases slightly to 0.92 while the RMSE is still 0.27 m.
For the year 2000, it can be clearly seen that the linear function reconstructs the lower water levels very
well. But this linear function has major problems when predicting water levels higher than about
193 m (e.g 2007, 2015). In contrast, the polynomial function leads to a correlation of 0.93 and a RMSE
of 0.31 m for both data sets (points in the confidence range and all points) since all point are in the
confidence range. The best result can be achieved by using the modified Strahler approach where
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the correlation coefficient is 0.96 and the RMSE is 0.24 m using all water levels and 0.22 m within the
confidence range (same correlation). One can conclude that the hypsometry based on the modified
Strahler approach performs best. However, extreme events could not be captured by the hypsometric
curve because of missing input data. Nevertheless, the result shows that the derived water levels from
the hypsometric curve are suited to densify and extend water level time series with good estimates.

Estimation of Bathymetry

For the estimation of bathymetry, all surface areas and their corresponding water levels are
used. Based on the methodology introduced in Section 4.4, the bathymetry shown in Figure 10 is
computed between the minimum and maximum surface area. The resulting bathymetry covers
heights between 189.13 m and 194.95 m. Pixels with heights lower than 189.89 m could not be observed
and are therefore marked in gray. The minimum of the observed bathymetry will later be used as
reference point for the estimation of volume variations. The usage of 543 land-water masks results in a
high-resolution bathymetry which has a spatial resolution of 10 m and centimeter resolution in height.
The bathymetry clearly shows fine structures in the bays of Ray Roberts Lake.

Figure 10. Bathymetry of Ray Roberts Lake derived from land-water masks in combination with water
levels derived from the hypsometric model. Additionally, the used altimeter track is highlighted as
dotted line.

Estimation of Volume Variation Time Series

For the computation of the time series of volume variations, all heights derived from surface areas
and satellite altimetry are intersected with the estimated bathymetry. Additionally, volume errors are
estimated by considering the given errors of the used surface areas and water levels from altimetry.
Figure 11 shows the resulting volume variations time series (orange) based on 873 measurements (518
from surface areas, 330 from water levels, 25 combined).
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Figure 11. Time series of volume variations of Ray Roberts Lake

Since direct measuring of ground-truth volumes for lakes and reservoirs is not possible one has
to combine water levels from gauging stations and bathymetry for surveys in order to derive in-situ
volume for validation purposes. However, for most reservoirs more than one bathymetry survey is
available, and consequently, the resulting hypsometry and volumes can differ. This might lead to
inconsistencies such as offsets in the volume time series. For Ray Roberts Lake, the volume time series
used for validation is based on an older unknown hypsometry and newer hypsometry calculated
on 2008-10-01 by the TWDB. Figure 11 shows the first period going until 2008-10-01 (blue) and the
second period starting on 2008-10-01 (green). However, no offset exists for Ray Roberts Lake between
both periods after updating the hypsometry model. Furthermore, it has to be taken into account that
volumes above the maximum observed bathymetry in the survey are extrapolated (dashed black). This
means that those volumes can contain errors which result from the extrapolated hypsometry curve.

The validation of the volume variations yields a RMSE of 0.966 km3 and a correlation coefficient
of 0.025 using 867 points. The relative error with respect to the volume variations from TWDB is
7.2%. The differences in volume variations are in the range between -0.18 km3 and 0.14 km3 with zero
average (867 points). The larger errors can be explained by the fact that lower water levels (e.g. in
1993/94, 2000) are missing in the calculation step of the used hypsometric curve, which causes a rather
large uncertainty/error to an extrapolation. Larger differences for volumes above the extrapolation
limit (dashed black) are also visible (e.g. 2015).

5.1.2. Hubbard Creek, Lake

As second study case, Hubbard Creek Lake is presented. It was selected in order to demonstrate
the new approach for estimation volume variation having the best input data from satellite altimetry
and optical imagery. Hubbard Creek Lake is a freshwater reservoir located about 200 km West of
Dallas, Texas which was impounded in 1968 and finally filled in 1970 [33]. In the last four decades, the
surface area has varied between 14.74 km2 and 59.77 km2 and the water levels has varied between
351.34 m and 361.16 m.

Extraction of Input Data
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Figure 12 shows the time series of water levels and surface areas derived from satellite altimetry,
respectively optical imagery. The water level time series (blue) of Hubbard Creek Lake is based on the
altimeter missions of Jason-2 and Jason-3 covering the period between 2008-07-27 and 2020-01-30. The
validation of 410 points from altimetry with in-situ data from the gauging station near Breckenridge
(ID:08086400) provided by USGS/TWDB results in an RMSE of 0.15 m and a correlation coefficient of
1.00. The water level time series has a temporal resolution of about 10 days. An offset of about 0.15 m
occurs because of different vertical datums.

Figure 12. Used water level time series from satellite altimetry and surface area time series from optical
imagery for Hubbard Creek Lake. Additionally, available validation data provided by TWDB and
resulting quality assessment are shown.

The surface area time series (green) is based on 479 data points covering a period of almost four
decade between 1982-11-13 and 2019-06-28. It is derived from data measured by Landsat-4/-5/-7/-8
and Sentinel-2A/-2B. For validation, surface area time series provided by TWDB are used, which
were derived from two bathymetry surveys on 1997-02-01 (dashed blue) and 2018-01-01 (dashed red).
Due to the survey method itself, no surface areas can be provided for areas larger than 60.39 km2

(1997-02-01 - 2018-01-01) and 63.48 km2 (since 2018-01-01) without extrapolation. Comparisons of
surface areas in both survey periods lead to offsets of -1.70 km2 and -3.26 km2 which have to be
considered. These offsets can be caused by long-term changes of the bathymetry but also improvements
in the measurement technique. Then, an overall validation using 479 surface areas from optical imagery
with surface areas from survey shows an RMSE of 1.09 km2 and a correlation coefficient of 0.99.

Both water level time series from satellite altimetry and surface areas from optical imagery
are available in a high quality for Hubbard Creek Lake. Furthermore, both data sets cover the full
variations of the lake which is essential in order to compute an optimal hypsometric curve.

Estimation of Hypsometric Curve

For the estimation of the hypsometric curve, the water levels and surface areas introduced in
Figure 12 are used. For Hubbard Creek Lake, 279 data points with a time difference of less than
10 days between both measurements are available. All points covering the full area of data are shown
in Figure 13. Additionally, it shows the resulting hypsometric curves based on the modified Strahler
approach (blue), linear function (dashed red) and polynomial function (dashed green). The correlation
coefficient for all functions is 0.99 but the resulting RMSE of 0.19 m is the best for the modified
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Strahler approach. Additionally, the two hypsometric curves provided by TWDB (dashed black) are
shown for comparison which have similar shapes as the hypsometric curve of the modified Strahler
approach. Despite smaller offsets in the height, the agreement for extrapolated values below 14.74 km2,
respectively 351.38 m are very good. The hypsometric curves of the linear and polynomial functions
show their weaknesses for extrapolated values.

Figure 13. Hypsometry curves of Hubbard Creek Lake using modified Strahler approach (blue), linear
function (dashed red) and polynomial function (dashed green). Additionally, two hypsometric curves
(dashed black) from the TWDB are shown as comparison.

Estimation of Water Levels from Surface Areas using Hypsometry

All water levels derived from the hypsometric curves based on surface areas are shown in Figure
14. For Hubbard Creek Lake, all three methods perform similarly well with correlation coefficients
of 0.99. However, the best RMSE of 0.21 m can be achieved using the modified Strahler approach.
The RMSE of 0.23 m using the polynomial function is only slightly higher. Using the linear function
results in an RMSE of only 0.27 m which can be also seen in Figure 14 for low (2014, 2015) and high
(1990-1993,1997-1998) water levels. The data range of the used input data leads to a confidence range
which contains all computed water levels.
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Figure 14. Comparison of derived water levels from surface areas using different hypsometric curves
of hubbard creek Lake

Estimation of Bathymetry

Figure 15 shows the resulting bathymetry of Hubbard Creek Lake calculated by using 636
land-water masks and their corresponding water levels. In 2015, the Hubbard Creek Lake was half
empty which enables us to estimate nearly the majority of the bathymetry except remaining lower
water levels (gray). The bathymetry varies between 351.71 m and 361.23 m. The absolute minimum
water level derived from the TWDB hypsometric curve is 340.48 m. The fine structures at the lake inlets
can be clearly seen in the bathymetry, but also the historic rivers and their valleys before Hubbard
Creek Lake was dammed.
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Figure 15. Bathymetry of Hubbard Creek Lake derived from land-water masks in combination with
water levels derived from the hypsometric model. Additionally, the used altimeter track is highlighted
as dotted line.

Estimation of Volume Variation Time Series

The combination of the observed bathymetry with water levels from satellite altimetry and water
levels derived from the hypsometric curve results in the time series of volume variations shown
in Figure 16. Additionally, volume errors resulting from satellite altimetry and optical imagery are
provided. The volume variations are validated again with absolute volume time series provided
by USGS/TWDB. Since the volume time series relies on the three different hypsometric curves, we
split the time series into three phases. The first phase (green) is based on a hypsometric curve from
1962-01-01 by USGS. The second (blue) and third (red) phases rely on hypsometric curves calculated
by the TWDB on 1997-02-01 and 2018-01-01. However, for Hubbard Creek Lake only insignificant
offsets remain for the different three time periods which are not corrected.
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Figure 16. Volume time series of Hubbard Creek Lake

For validating the time series of volume variations there are 1021 data points. They show a RMSE
of 0.008 km3 and a correlation coefficient of 0.994 for Hubbard Creek Lake. The volume variations
reach a maximum of 0.34 km3, and the errors with respect to the in-situ values vary between -0.04 km3

and -0.02 km3. When adding the constant volume below the lowest observed water level, which is
0.071 km3 derived from validation data, absolute volumes can be computed. The relative errors with
respect to the full volume is only 2.0%. The relative error with respect to the volume variations is 2.8%.
This example clearly shows the potential of the new approach when input data are evenly distributed
and of good quality.

5.1.3. Palestine, Lake

Palestine Lake is the third water body presented in detail which is located about 150 km southeast
of Dallas, Texas. Palestine Lake is a reservoir built in the 1960s impounding the Neches River [34]. It
has an average surface area of 87.01 km2 and an average water level of 104.73 m. It shows only smaller
seasonal variations in the surface area (18.61 km2) and water level (1.27 m). Palestine Lake was chosen
to demonstrate and discuss the challenges when estimating volume variations based on less optimal
input data.

Extraction of Input Data

Figure 17 shows the used water levels (top) from satellite altimetry and surface areas (bottom)
from optical imagery of Palestine Lake. Palestine Lake is crossed by the two latest altimeter missions
Sentinel-3A and Sentinel-3B that have been launched on 2016-02-16, respectively 2018-04-25. Thus,
no information is available before 2016. Moreover, the repeat cycle of those satellites is 27 days, and
therefore, the temporal resolution of the water level time series is almost three times sparser than
for Ray Roberts Lake and Hubbard Creek Lake, where Jason data is available. The resulting water
level time series covers only the time span between 2016-03-14 and 2019-02-27. The validation with
in-situ water levels measured by the gauging station near Frankston (ID: 08031400, USGS) shows a
RMSE of 0.13 m and a low correlation coefficient of 0.84 by using only 36 measurements. An offset of
-0.37 m between both time series occurs caused by different vertical datums. However, the water levels
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(104.11 m - 105.38 m) measured over the last three years can only capture 37% of the full range of water
level changes (103.17 m - 106.58 m) shown in the in-situ time series (black) in Figure 17.

Figure 17. Used water level time series from satellite altimetry and surface area time series from optical
imagery for Palestine Lake. Additionally, available validation data provided by TWDB and resulting
quality assessment are shown.

The surface area time series (green) derived from optical imagery satellites Landsat-4/-5/-7/-8
and Sentinel-2A/-2B is shown in Figure 17. The surface area has varied between 73.77 km2 and
92.38 km2 since the 1980s. However, it can be clearly seen that the average seasonal variations is much
smaller, between 85 km2 and 90 km2 only. Similar variations can also be seen in the period where water
levels from satellite altimetry are available. For validation, the surface area time series from TWDB is
used. However, the surface area time series is based on two bathymetric surveys. The first ship survey
was performed in June 2003 [35]. The second bathymetric survey was undertaken in July/August 2012
using a multi-frequency, sub-bottom profiling depth sounder [34]. This results in an inconsistent jump
of 0.591 km3 on 2012-08-01 when the bathymetry respectively rating curve was changed. Since the
optical imagery provides a homogeneous surface area time series, we applied an offset of 0.591 km3

to the in-situ surface areas between 1999-05-13 and 2012-08-01 to achieve a consistent time series for
validation. Additionally, for each rating curve an extrapolation limit is shown (dashed black). After
homogenizing the in-situ surface area time, an RMSE of 2.14 km2 and a correlation coefficient of 0.80
using 301 data points can be achieved. The offset between both time series is -3.145 km2.

Despite the long surface area time series, only data between February 2016 and April 2018 where
water levels from satellite altimetry are available can be used for the estimation of the hypsometric
curve that is shown in Fig. 18.

Estimation of Hypsometric Curve

Only 32 data points are available for calculation having a time difference of less than 10 days
between the measurement of water level and surface area. The hypsometric curves based on the
modified Strahler approach, the linear function and the polynomial function are almost identical,
which is a significant indication of the linear dependence between water level and surface area in
the fitted range of data (orange rectangle). However, the correlation coefficient is only 0.64 which
shows that the used input data is noisy. This can have a strong impact on the quality of resulting water
levels from surface areas in the next step. Especially, for the reconstruction of water levels based on
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surface areas less than about 84 km2 a rapid decrease in quality is expected due to extrapolation issues.
Additionally, both hypsometic curves (dashed black) provided by TWDB are shown in Figure 18. One
can clearly see the discrepancies between both curves and with respect to the curves fitted to the
remote sensing data sets. The TWDB curves are already shifted by the datum offsets between altimetry
and in-situ heights, which improves the consistency but is not able to align all curves. Especially,
the different gradients are not impacted by shifts or offsets. The possible reasons for the different
hypsometric curves is unknown. It can be related to the input data but also to the validation data. A
significant change in bathymetry is also possible. A new bathymetry survey may help to clarify this
issue.

Figure 18. Hypsometry curves of Palestine Lake using modified Strahler approach (blue), linear
function (dashed red) and polynomial function (dashed green). Additionally, two hypsometric curves
(dashed black) from the TWDB are shown as comparison.

Estimation of Water Levels from Surface Areas using Hypsometry

The reconstructed water levels based on the three hypsometric curves are shown in Figure 19.
The performances of the three approaches within the confidence range (dashed black) are identical
with a good RMSE of 0.21 m, but a poor correlation coefficient of only 0.52. Considering all 344 surface
areas for the validation with in-situ water levels leads to an increase of the correlation coefficient from
0.52 to 0.81, respectively 0.82. However, the RMSE values decreased from 0.21 m to 0.25 m-0.27 m
which is twice as high as from satellite altimetry only (RMSE: 0.13 m). This result clearly shows the
problem if input data for hypsometric curves are noisy and not accurate enough. The extrapolation is
incorrect for lower water levels (e.g. 2006, 2011), but also within the confidence range, differences
between reconstructed water levels and in-situ are visible.
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Figure 19. Comparison of derived water levels from surface areas of three hypsometric curves
calculated for Palestine Lake.

Estimation of Bathymetry

Figure 20 shows the resulting bathymetry of Palestine Lake based on 520 surface areas and
corresponding water levels. The bathymetry based on all land-water masks covers heights between
102.40 m and 105.19 m. This example clearly shows that the bathymetry can only be estimated reliably
for flatter areas in the North and West of Palestine lake. Everywhere else at the shores, the minimum
bathymetry (gray) is reached very fast which indicates steep lake shores. This clearly shows the lack
of input data for lower water levels, respectively surface areas for a more accurate estimation of the
bathymetry.

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 8 April 2020                   

Peer-reviewed version available at Remote Sens. 2020, 12, 1606; doi:10.3390/rs12101606

https://doi.org/10.3390/rs12101606


26 of 35

Figure 20. Bathymetry of Palestine Lake derived from land-water masks in combination with water
levels derived from the hypsometric model. Additionally, the used altimeter track is highlighted as
dotted line.

Estimation of Volume Variation Time Series

Figure 21 shows the resulting time series of volume variations with errors estimates for Palestine
Lake. The time series shows volume variations up to 0.25 km3 over the last four decades. For
validation, the volume time series provided by USGS/TWDB is used. It contains volumes which have
been calculated by using three different hypsometric curves. Additionally, the time series contains
extrapolated volumes above the extrapolation limit (dashed black) where no information about the
bathymetry is available because of the measurement technique itself. Therefore, the volume time series
used for the validation was split into three phases for which constant offsets are applied because of
the different hypsometric curves. The latest period since 2012-08-01 is used as reference for which no
offset is applied. For the period between 1999-01-02 and 2012-08-01, an offset of -0.015 km3 is applied.
For the volumes until 1999-01-02, an offset of -0.055 km3 is applied. It can be clearly seen that the
periods of applied offset do not match with the hypsometric curves from TWDB. Furthermore, this
discrepancy was cross-checked by taking water levels from in-situ data into account.
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Figure 21. Volume time series of Palestine Lake

The validation of the resulting time series of volume variations with absolute volumes from TWDB
yields an RMSE of 0.017 km3 and a correlation coefficient of 0.821 using 520 data points. The differences
between in-situ volume and volume changes vary between -0.06 km3 and 0.06 km3 considering an
offset of 0.264 km3. The relative error with respect to the volume variations is 13.0% which is quite
high due to the small fluctuations in the volume time series, except in the years 1996, 2005/2006 and
2011 when a volume decrease occurred. When looking at the errors with respect to the full volume, a
value of 3.3% is yielded. This accuracy is sufficient for most hydrologic applications. The example of
Palestine Lake shows that despite the small the RMSE (0.13 m) of used water levels from satellite, the
resulting quality of the volume variations is rather poor, indicating that the number of points and their
distribution between minimum and maximum water level has a strong influence on the quality of the
hysometry and resulting volume variations. Overall, this example shows that reliable time series of
volume variations can be estimated based on remote sensing data, even if the input data sets are of
minor quality with short periods of altimeter data.

5.2. Quality Assessment and Discussion

In this paper, 28 water bodies shown in Table 1 have been investigated in order to demonstrate
and validate the new approach introduced in Section 4 for estimating time series of volume variations
of lakes and reservoirs. After a detailed discussion of three selected reservoirs (Ray Roberts Lake,
Hubbard Creek Lake, Palestine Lake), a general quality assessment of all 28 water bodies is performed
in this Section.

All water bodies are located in Texas where detailed validation data is provided by TWDB. The
water bodies have different characteristics regarding water level, surface area and volume. The lake
sizes cover a range between less than 3 km2 for Lake Medina and about 782 km2 for Toledo Bend. The
long-term changes in water level vary between 2.05 m for Livingston Lake and 30.20 m for Medina
Lake. The surface areas vary between 1.52 km2 for Cypress Springs Lake and 4705.40 km2 for Texoma
Lake. Based on water level and surface areas, the resulting volumes vary between 0.036 km3 for
Cypress Springs Lake and 6.041 km3 for Toledo Bend Lake.
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Table 2. Quality assessment for 28 selected water bodies. For each water body, the validation results with in-situ data are shown for the used water levels from
altimetry and surface areas from optical images (Number of data sets, Pearson correlation, RMSE, relative Error). Additionally, the resulting quality of the estimated
hypsometry model is given (Number of data sets, Spearman correlation, RMSE). Finally, the validation results for the volume variations are presented (Number of
data sets, Pearson correlation, RMSE, relative Error, absolute Error, Offset).

Target Name (ID) Altimetry Surface Area Hypsometry Volume
vs. In-Situ [m] vs. In-Situ [km2] vs. In-Situ [km3]

# R2P RMSE rel% # R2P RMSE rel% # R2S RMSE # R2P RMSE rel% abs% Offset

Bardwell (10317) 42 0.83 0.30 13.8 427 0.94 0.13 8.6 1,2 44 0.67 0.32 514 0.88 0.002 11.4 2.9 -0.038 1

Benbrook (10147) 67 0.91 0.43 10.4 349 0.98 0.18 5.2 1 44 0.86 0.42 591 0.95 0.004 10.2 3.2 -0.054 1

Cedar Creek (13002) 30 0.81 0.28 13.0 171 0.91 2.27 11.0 1 24 0.83 0.28 473 0.89 0.023 10.3 2.7 -0.537 2

Choke Canyon (13116) 331 0.99 0.20 2.5 244 0.99 1.67 3.3 1,2 162 0.97 0.47 668 0.99 0.022 3.9 2.4 -0.173 2

Conroe (13132) 14 0.83 0.26 14.7 92 0.87 1.01 14.7 1 5 0.94 0.15 398 0.80 0.015 14.9 2.8 -0.310 2

Grapevine (13061) 78 0.95 0.29 6.2 360 0.96 0.39 6.4 1,2 104 0.87 0.42 652 0.93 0.008 10.2 3.2 -0.121 1

Granbury (13190) 102 0.90 0.24 9.4 281 0.95 1.07 9.9 2 166 0.83 0.28 554 0.91 0.005 10.3 3.1 -0.102 2

Houston (8850) 371 0.86 0.14 16.3 43 0.95 1.03 11.1 136 0.76 0.17 389 0.84 0.005 11.1 2.7 -0.109 1

Hubbard Creek (10272) 410 1.00 0.15 1.7 479 0.99 1.09 3.0 2 279 0.99 0.20 1021 0.99 0.008 2.8 2.0 -0.071

Jim Chapman (10505) 19 0.98 0.29 5.8 128 0.98 1.45 4.9 1 25 0.90 0.53 347 0.93 0.034 9.9 6.4 -0.063

Kemp (13146) 156 0.95 0.41 5.9 230 0.89 5.16 12.2 188 0.94 0.46 687 0.97 0.015 5.7 4.2 -0.043 2

Kickapoo (10279) 17 0.96 0.19 6.9 258 1.00 0.27 2.2 52 0.92 0.28 486 0.99 0.003 4.4 2.9 -0.029 1,2

Lavon (13043) 6 0.98 0.15 6.1 560 0.96 1.75 6.6 1 4 0.97 0.16 566 0.96 0.019 8.7 3.7 -0.200 1

Lewisville (11327) 32 0.95 0.24 7.8 381 0.98 1.36 4.6 1 50 0.89 0.35 565 0.95 0.029 7.1 2.3 -0.442

Medina (13183) 52 0.99 0.78 3.8 239 0.99 1.07 10.5 37 0.98 0.37 289 0.99 0.016 8.9 5.0 -0.079

Meredith (12977) 43 0.97 0.30 6.6 671 0.99 0.65 3.3 85 0.96 0.35 890 0.99 0.014 2.9 2.5 -0.010

O.H.Ivie (10271) 413 0.99 0.35 3.4 — — — — 364 0.99 0.42 1029 0.99 0.029 6.1 4.4 -0.105

Palestine (13077) 36 0.84 0.13 15.1 301 0.80 2.14 21.6 2 32 0.64 0.17 475 0.82 0.017 13.0 3.3 -0.264 2

Ray Roberts (10146) 353 0.98 0.15 4.5 380 0.98 1.48 6.0 262 0.93 0.26 867 0.97 0.025 7.2 1.8 -0.647

Red Bluff (13158) 48 0.99 0.15 3.6 — — — — 83 0.96 0.19 599 0.98 0.007 6.0 4.0 -0.037 1

Richland Chambers (8814) 400 0.97 0.15 5.1 146 0.97 1.93 5.5 1 233 0.95 0.21 824 0.97 0.024 5.4 1.7 -0.879 2
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Table 2. Cont.

Target Name (ID) Altimetry Surface Area Hypsometry Volume
vs. In-Situ [m] vs. In-Situ [km2] vs. In-Situ [km3]

# R2P RMSE rel% # R2P RMSE rel% # R2S RMSE # R2P RMSE rel% abs% Offset

Sam Rayburn (10246) 408 0.98 0.16 3.9 208 0.88 11.82 19.3 1 203 0.88 0.38 774 0.94 0.096 7.8 2.4 -2.096 1,2

Stamford (10274) 351 0.99 0.21 3.9 364 0.97 1.55 13.4 1 227 0.92 0.38 717 0.97 0.004 7.3 4.5 -0.011 1

Stillhouse Hollow (13157) 30 0.99 0.13 2.8 208 0.97 0.59 7.6 1 32 0.91 0.35 463 0.96 0.007 8.8 2.1 -0.193 1

Tawakoni (8813) 276 0.93 0.20 8.4 111 0.96 2.14 6.6 1 157 0.83 0.26 721 0.91 0.032 9.5 2.7 -0.687 2

Texoma (13141) 87 0.95 0.22 7.3 416 0.95 4.83 9.2 1 109 0.84 0.39 510 0.94 0.058 8.2 1.5 -2.539 1

Toledo Bend (10247) 450 0.93 0.23 7.9 425 0.89 21.75 23.5 122 0.77 0.39 890 0.91 0.166 11.2 2.8 -3.570

Whitney (13102) 53 0.97 0.26 5.5 334 0.97 2.48 10.2 1 68 0.95 0.32 562 0.95 0.023 8.1 2.9 -0.348 2

Minimum 6 0.81 0.13 1.7 43 0.80 0.13 2.2 4 0.64 0.15 289 0.80 0.002 2.8 1.5 -3.570
Maximum 450 1.00 0.78 16.3 671 1.00 21.75 23.5 364 0.99 0.53 1029 0.99 0.166 14.9 6.4 -0.010
Average 166 0.94 0.25 7.2 300 0.95 2.74 9.2 117 0.89 0.32 625 0.94 0.025 8.3 3.1 -0.491

1 Extrapolated validation data truncated; 2 Offset resulting from different hypsometry models applied
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Table 2 summarizes the detailed quality assessment of all 28 water bodies. In order to perform
a reliable quality assessment of our results, the time series of surface areas and volumes provided
by TWDB have to be homogenized in advance. For consistency, we correct offsets in in-situ data if
necessary which can be caused by changes in the applied hypsometry models. Since values from
surface areas, respectively volumes are mainly not available for higher water levels, an extrapolation
of the hypsometric curves and resulting values is performed by the TWDB. Therefore, extrapolated
values in the validation data are truncated if unreliable. The quality assessment is performed for
the used water levels and surface areas but also for the resulting hypsometry and volume variations.
Therefore, we estimate the RMSE for all data sets, Pearson correlation coefficients (water levels, surface
areas, volume variations) and Spearman correlation coefficient for the hypsometry. Additionally, a
relative error with respect to the variations is estimated:

ErrorRelative =
RMSE

P95(v)− P5(v)
∗ 100[%] (3)

To estimate the relative error in Equation 3, the RMSE is divided by the difference of the 95%
percentile and the 5% percentile of the values v. In this study, v are the resulting water levels, surface
areas and volume variations. In addition, an error with respect to the full volume is estimated based
on the absolute volumes provided by TWDB for validation. This allows us also to compute the water
volume below the lowest remote sensing observations (i.e. the offset of our volume change time series).

For quality assessment of the 28 water bodies, the water levels and surface areas used for the
volume estimation are analyzed first. For each water body the number of available water levels
from satellite altimetry and surface areas from optical imagery are given. The water levels from
satellite altimetry are validated with in-situ data provided by TWDB/USGS. The resulting correlations
coefficients vary between 0.81 and 1.00 (average: 0.94), whereas the RMSE values vary between 0.13 m
and 0.78 m (average: 0.25 m). The relative error for the water levels varies between 1.7% and 16.3%
(average: 7.2%). The quality assessment of the used surface areas as input data results in correlations
coefficients which vary between 0.80 and 1.00 (average: 0.95), whereas the RMSE values vary between
0.13 km2 and 21.75 km2 (average: 2.74 km2). The relative error for the surface areas varies between
2.2% and 23.5% (average: 9.2%).

The quality of the computed hypsometry model shown in Table 2 varies strongly depending on
the accuracy of used input data but mainly on the number of used pairs and their data distribution.
The correlation coefficients of the hypsometry compared to data used for fitting varies between 0.64
and 0.99 (average: 0.89). It can be clearly seen that there is no dependency between the correlation
coefficients derived from the used input data and the hypsometry model. The resulting RMSE values
vary between 0.15 m and 0.54 m (average: 0.32 m).

Finally, the resulting volume variations area validated with absolute volume time series provided
by TWDB. The correlation coefficients vary between 0.80 and 0.99 (average: 0.94) and the RMSE
between 0.002 km3 and 0.166 km3 (average: 0.025 km3). For comparison, the relative errors are provided
which vary between 2.8% and 14.9% (average: 8.3%). However, the relative errors depend on the
volumes variations, therefore we provide errors with respect to the full volume additionally. These
errors vary between 1.5% and 6.4% (average: 3.1%). For the sake of completeness, the missed volumes
below the lowest observation (volume offsets) are also given for the 28 investigated water bodies.

Even if the RMSE of most volume variation time series is very good, we can see a spread in the
quality of all target under investigation. In the following, the most important criteria defining this
quality will be investigated. The most important factor is the quality of the input data, which turned
out to be crucial for the estimation of volume changes. Figure 22 (left) shows the impact of correlation
coefficients from water levels and surface areas on the resulting correlation coefficients of volume
variations. It can be clearly seen that higher correlation coefficients of the input data result in higher
correlation coefficients for the volume variations. For example, if both input data have a correlation
larger than 0.90, the resulting correlation is also larger. Since the areas are available over the entire

Preprints (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 8 April 2020                   

Peer-reviewed version available at Remote Sens. 2020, 12, 1606; doi:10.3390/rs12101606

https://doi.org/10.3390/rs12101606


31 of 35

period, it is more important to have accurate water levels that, in the best case, cover the entire range
of surface areas. Figure 22 (right) shows the effects of the relative errors of water levels and surface
areas on the resulting relative errors of volume variations. Here, too, the strong dependency is clearly
visible. The smaller the relative errors of the input data are, the smaller are the relative errors from the
volume variations. Overall it can be said that the quality of the input data, the correlation coefficients
and the relative errors allow us to assess the quality of the resulting volume variations.

(a) Quality assessment of correlation coefficients R2 (b) Quality assessment of relative errors

Figure 22. Impact assessment of the used input data (water levels, surface areas) on the resulting
quality of volume variations. The dependency of the correlation coefficients R2 and relative errors of
the three data sets are shown for all water bodies.

In further analyses, we will now examine the impact of the characteristics of the water bodies
on the resulting volume variations. Therefore, we compare the resulting relative errors of the volume
variations but also absolute volume errors with the maximum surface area, surface area variations,
water level variations and maximum volumes for the 28 water bodies (Figure 23). For none of the four
parameters a clear influence on the resulting errors can be seen. This proves that the quality of volume
estimates are generally independent of the lake’s characteristics. Errors less than 4% of the average
lake volume can be achieved regardless of the water body characteristics.
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(a) Relative and absolute errors compared to the
maximum surface areas

(b) Relative and absolute errors compared to the
surface area variations

(c) Relative and absolute errors compared to the water
level variations

(d) Relative and absolute errors compared to the
maximum volumes

Figure 23. Impact assessment of water body characteristics (maximum surface area, surface area
variation, water level variation, maximum absolute volume) on the resulting relative and absolute
errors.

6. Conclusion

The paper presents a new approach for estimating time series of volume variations for lakes
and reservoirs by combining water levels from satellite altimetry and surface areas from optical
imagery. Both input data sets are derived from time series publicly available from the "Database
for Hydrological Time Series of Inland Waters" (DAHITI). In a first step, a hypsometry model based
on water levels and surface areas is calculated. For this purpose, a modified Strahler approach has
been developed, which is optimized for non-continuous data sets. The fitted hypsometric curve is
used to derive corresponding water levels for all surface areas. This results in a combined long-term
water level time series based on satellite altimetry and surface areas. In the next step, all land-water
masks and corresponding water levels are stacked in order to estimate a bathymetry between the
minimum and maximum observed surface area. Finally, the bathymetry is intersected with water levels
from satellite altimetry and surface areas in order to estimate volume variations with respect to the
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minimum observed surface area. The data holding of DAHITI has been extended by that new product.
Additionally, all side products, namely the hypsometry models, bathymetries and the reconstructed
long-term water level time series are available on DAHITI.

The performance of this new approach is assessed for 28 lakes and reservoirs located in Texas,
United States. The results are compared with volume time series which are derived from water levels
of in-situ stations and local bathymetric surveys. The average RMSE for all water bodies is 0.025 km3,
corresponding to 8.3% with respect to the variations and 3.1% with respect to the overall volume. The
validation shows that the quality of the resulting volume time series strongly depends on the quality
of the used input data. If correlation coefficients R2 of water levels and surface areas with in-situ data
are larger than 0.90, then the resulting correlation coefficients R2 of the volume variations are almost
always larger than 0.90. For the 28 investigated water bodies, the resulting correlation coefficients R2

of the volume variations vary between 0.80 and 0.99.
It can be concluded that on the basis of precise water levels from satellite altimetry and precise

surface areas from optical imagery in combination with the modified Strahler approach for estimating
hypsometric curves, very accurate time series of volume variations can be achieved, also for smaller
water bodies (≤ 6.0 km3, ≤ 782km2). The approach provides consistent long-term time series starting
in 1984 without inconsistencies caused by changes in the vertical datum or recalculation of hypsometric
curves, as can be contained in in-situ data sets. Since the method is solely based on remote sensing
data, it can be easily applied on a global scale and to remote areas without human infrastructure. In
addition to the volume variation time series, this new approach provides further products such as
reconstructed water levels based on surface areas for periods since 1984, when altimetry data is not yet
available. Additionally, high-resolution bathymetry data sets between the minimum and maximum
observed water level are provided.

7. Data Availability

All presented volume variation time series, hypsometric curves, reconstructed water level time
series derived from surface areas and bathymetry data as well as results for many additional targets
are freely available in DAHITI at https://dahiti.dgfi.tum.de.
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