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Introduction 
Enclosed here are additional figures that support our Satellite-Derived Bathymetry results over the three study sites of Bermuda, Biscayne Bay (Florida) and Crete. We attach figures that demonstrate the relationships between ICESat-2 and Sentinel-2 data within the regression models that we employ, in addition to the validation of our results against publicly available DEMs.
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Figure S1. SDB CBL model regression between ICESat-2 training data and Sentinel-2 SDB depth at Bermuda (top), Biscayne Bay (Middle) and Crete (Bottom)
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Figure S2. SDB CBL model validation with reference to NOAA DEM data, demonstrating the poor relationship between space-borne and in situ data. This poor relationship led to the decision to use the ICESat-2 data as both calibration and validation data.
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Figure S3. Bermuda residual map demonstrating the spatial distribution of the differences between the SDB and NOAA DEM, demonstrating both overestimation and underestimation of the SDB model
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Figure S4. Biscayne Bay residual map demonstrating the spatial distribution of the differences between the SDB and NOAA DEM, with greatest underestimations of depth occurring in dredged shipping channels
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