Introduction

As part of a regional mapping and monitoring effort in the
Florida Keys, NOAA required an independent accuracy
assessment to statistically test the accuracy of the GIS-based
benthic habitat map recently produced for the Lower Keys.
Resources, budgets, and logistical constraints precluded a
comprehensive assessment of the entire mapped area, thus
biogeographically-representative corridors within the total
benthic habitat map area were selected for performing the
accuracy assessment. The corridors not only captured a
wide diversity of habitats, but were also characterized by
frequent transitions between habitat types ensuring a well-
distributed, representative set of survey locations. As the
Florida Keys benthic habitat mapping effort proceeds, the
area of mapped benthic habitats gets considerably larger
than the area assessed for accuracy, making it important to
evaluate new areas for accuracy.

Accuracy Assessment Methodology

The classification scheme used herein was designed by
NOAA and its partners for the benthic habitat mapping
program initiated in 1999. A meeting was held on June 11
and 12, 2008 to review the most recent developments in
sampling protocol and the map classification scheme.

A total of 1036 sampling stations were visited, of which 957
were used in the accuracy assessment. The sites were
selected using a stratified random sampling protocol that
equally distributed sampling points amongst the detailed
structure categories. Most sites were sampled by deploying
a weighted drop camera with the vessel drifting in idle and
recording 30-120 seconds of dGPS-referenced video. The
shallowest sites were sampled by snorkel, waverunner, or
kayak, using a hand-held dGPS for navigation and a housed
camera to record video. Each sampling station was assigned
a classification in the field. These field classifications were
reevaluated post-survey during a systematic review of video
and photographic data. The efficacy of the benthic habitat
map was assessed by a number of classification metrics
derived from error matrices of the Major and Detailed levels
of Geomorphological Structure and Biological Cover. The
known map proportions were used to remove the bias
introduced to the producer’s and user’s accuracies by
differential sampling intensity.
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Accuracy Asessment Locations

Error Matrices
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Error matrices of combined ROIs for Major and Detailed structure and cover categories;
L=10-<50%, M =50 -< 90%, H = 90 - 100%. Blank cells indicate 0 occurrences.

Summary

The true error of non-sampled portions of the map is
ultimately unknown and further sampling in these areas of
the map would allow for a better understanding of the
entire map accuracy, however, the combined accuracy
assessments ensured that a well-distributed, representative
set of monitoring locations were surveyed that closely
represented the entire mapped region. For this reason it is
thought to be a good measure of the map accuracies for the
broader area. Many of the Biological Cover habitats were
very small relative to the overall percentage of the entire
mapped area; therefore the total map accuracy adjusted for
marginal map proportions was likely a better gauge of the
overall map accuracy than P,. This, however, should not
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