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Studies on the GPS part

Orbit reconstruction from kinematic positions
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Studies on the GPS part

Orbit reconstruction from kinematic positions
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Correlations over epochs are very important for orbit reconstruction
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Studies on the GPS part

Gravity field recovery from kinematic positions
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Correlations over epochs are less important for gravity field recovery
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Nominal K-band processing

Preliminary solution AlUB-GRACEO02Sp

Static field « SH expansion up to degree 150
Variations * Not yet modeled
Data « GRACE kinematic positions 2006/07
 Level 1B K-band range-rates 2006/07
Orbits e Initial conditions every 24h
e Accelerations over 15min
K-band * No additional parameters
 Correlations not modeled
A priori « EGM96 up to degree 150
Accelerometer  Level 1B data from 2006/07

* IERS 2003 solid Earth tides
Background « EOTO8a ocean tides
« AOD1B dealiasing




Nominal K-band processing

Comparison of AIUB-GRACE02Sp with external solution
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Overall quality is very promising, C20 is problematic
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Nominal K-band processing
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Nominal K-band processing
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Nominal K-band processing
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Nominal K-band processing
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Studies on the K-band part

Time variability in the year 2007
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Free solutions up to degree 30, artifacts are pronounced
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