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Comparison with GIS Product Quality Evaluation Methods
Based Fuzzy Set and Defection Subtraction Score

HU Sheng wu, WANG Hong tao
( Department of Surveying Engineering, Henan Polytechnic University, Jiaozuo 454100, Henan, China)

Abstract This paper researches on evaluation of GIS product quality; adopts fuzzy set method and defection sub
traction score method to compare with GIS product quality evaluation methods based fuzzy set and defection sub
traction scores and mainly processes with three factors that are theory, approach and property, then gives an ex
ample to analyze the results. Itis pointed out that fuzzy set method is superior to the defection subtraction score

method. Itis found that it the fuzzy uncertainty must be considered to make clear GIS product quality when evalu

ating GIS product quality.
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