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Experiment design

5-inch map patches examined:

Åby 3 raters (2 so far)

Åat 6 scales P

Åfor 9 subbasins (8 so far)

Åat 2 resolutions P

Åin 3 file formats (2 so far)

Å2 x 6 x 8 x 2 x 2 = 384 evaluated (Aug 2010)

Å3 x 6 x 9 x 2 x 3 = 972 combinations planned
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Quality rating categories

A - Label appearance and readability

B - Label positioning and generalization

C - Point symbol appearance

D - Point generalization

E - Line symbol appearance

F - Line generalization

G - Area symbol appearance

H - Area generalization

I - Terrain appearance

J - Terrain generalization

K - Vertical integration between layers

L - Overall appearance of map (Goldilocks)
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Quality rating categories

E - Line symbol appearance

ïLine appearance too similar to other line symbols

ïLine too wide (or too narrow)

ïLine form is jagged (due to rendering)

ïPoor pattern choice (e.g., dash)

ïPoor multilayer pattern combination (e.g., dash, centerline, line 

casing)

ïPoor color(s)

ïInterference from other features above or below line

ïPoor symbol-level drawing (line should be above or below 

another feature type)
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