Focus Meeting for Developing a QA Program in Support of Digital Imagery Procurement 
Denver, CO (NGTOC-II)    
Breakout Discussions  -  Group One

                                          08/03/2005 
Attendees:   Greg Stenssas – USGS/EDC

                      Tom Stanley  -  NASA/Stennis

                      Tom Olive  -  Landair Mapping
                      Danny Knutson  -  E. Coyote Enterprises

                      John Mootz  -  USDA/FSA

                      Chris McGlone  - SAIC
                      Jim Jensen  -  Leica Geosystems

                      Layton Hobbs  -  Woolpert

                      Wolfgang Schickler  -  Sanborn

                      Jeff Sloan  -  USGS/NGTOC-II (Denver)

                      Mark Meade  -  Photo Science

                      Jay Storey  -  USGS/NGTOC-I (Reston)

Opening Questions:

1. What do you like?

2. What do you not like?

3. Missing items?

4. Open questions/issues?

WHAT DO YOU LIKE?

Early Inspection of samples from contractor (e.g. like analog film inspection)
Certification of a quality assurance plan (could be process or deliverables)
Certification of plans could standardize processes (but in situ testing still required)

Certification allows validation of applications use (e.g. range of useable GSD’s for a given sensor system)
WHAT DO YOU NOT LIKE?

Certification alone cannot ensure sensor quality, need in situ testing to ensure sensor quality
Who ensures “honesty” of manufacturer when they provide system calibration (once or twice a year may not be enough)
Government maintenance contract requirements may inflate contract costs
Misinterpretation of certification process by end users that do not understand the process or the technology

Unintended consequences of level ratings by certification process

No other country is charging fees for government understanding and/or development of certification process for digital sensors   
Overview and study processes of plans may take too long to establish, may not keep up with updates, or address items like software updates,etc. (test range approach may be the best)

Does the contracting process favor certified manufacturers? Data providers?
Certification process should not focus on software, rather on quality of end products
MISSING ITEMS?

How will existing sensor platforms certification be addressed?
Natural approach to verification for manufacturers and data products is to use a test field with a large number of points (e.g. like Stennis)
Camera is just one piece of a complex system; do we ignore the rest of the process and system? Solution – certify product from specific platform, as part of an overall QA system
Proposed certification process is not linked to a product….needs to address accuracy
Accuracy derived from a sensor platform is in two parts….sensor quality/calibration and data provider processes/QA plan

Need a USGS defined verification procedure, giving verification of results for all sensor types, must be guaranteed (frame or pushbroom) Independent procedures from manufacture
Who is the real data provider, the prime, the sub, or the sub to the sub?

What are requirements for certification, what level do data providers provide certification?

Would an ISO 9000 certification be useable as a certification (Tom and Greg….no it only certifies repeatability)
 Certification process must be based on a verification procedure independent from the calibration process, engineering mods and sensor

Certifying manufacturers and data providers may not account for systematic errors…final end product characterization would be required
Need USGS staff to meet with manufacturers and get full consensus on their process
OPEN QUESTIONS/ISSUES?
What constitutes a need to certify a unit?

What about industry/academia as review team members
Manufacturer Certification – does USGS have expertise to meaningfully assess camera designs, or take data on faith, or at some level?

Given number of systems and processes in use and in the future, is it reasonable or desirable for USGS to certify each process?
What is the basis for the $50k fee for certification? Is $7250 the new fee for analog film calibration?

Manufacturers? Why just digital cameras, why not Lidar or other systems

Large, small format, where do we draw the line?

Data providers – acquisition only or full service? Who is a DP?
Is three years the a firm requirement, why? Would recertifications be less costly, take less time?

Will uncertified cameras be excluded from contracts because USGS does not have capacity?

Will requirements for testing over a range be implemented in the certification process?

What is the government fixing? Have there been problems or concerns with calibration on existing projects? Would this process have changed the outcome?

Why limit certifications to four cameras in 06? What about Jena, DIMAC, etc
How does a sub fit into the data provider certification processes
Can you rank based on quality of process, and quality of imagery?

Can a data providers process be certified if the camera is not certified (what about older systems not having gone through certification)?

If a camera manufacturer’s camera is not certified, can their camera be used by a data provider that has an approved process?

Will recalibration by the manufacturer be required? What does the data provider do for the month or greater the camera is out of service?

What does it take to maintain a manufacturer certification?

What about a means for hardware recertification without returning to manufacturer for repair or recertification?

What is the best way to work cost issues between data providers and USGS?

How will disagreements between government and industry be resolved?

Normally, only lenses are calibrated. Mount, IMU, GPS are tested in operation through bore sighting and in-situ calibration.

How would USGS handle the flood of data provider requests for certification, how would requests be prioritized?

Factory calibration can be invalid upon receipt due to shipping damage? Only true test is in-Situ at test sight?

How did you ensure the protection of proprietary company information?

How does the government limit competition to only certified companies? Doesn’t this conflict with fair and open competition?

What about cheaper medium format designs? Not all companies have access to calibration equipment or even the requirement. How do you level the playing field for manufacturers and providers?

Pass/Fail certification of both manufacturers and data providers is the only workable solution….numerical rating concept is loaded with major problems and issues.
What is the ROI (Return on Investment) for participating in this process?

What will this new process generate? (current analog process generates distortion/resolution and I/O parameters for AT).

Is the process for other forms of imagery being defined in a similar way?

Must get away from individual manufacturer’s calibration processes for certification as these will never end up with comparable results

What happens if a manufacturer refuses to pay the $50k for certification? Will these sensors be prohibited from typical Federal Projects?

Certification of data providers seems to be focused on one sensor type, if a firm has more than one sensor type, will they require two process evaluations?

Proposed certification processes will stymie innovation and reward incumbent technology and providers

More serious consideration should be given to a product spec, instead of a process. Objective measures exist for these and would encourage innovation and economies of production. Every producer thinks in terms of product specs
Any official certification must be independent from the camera specific calibration procedures, which can only be done by establishing a camera type independent verification procedure on which the certification can be based

Data provider’s certification – the marketplace IS the certification process. Sub-standard products and producers will not stay in business if customers rigorsly specify a QA product

PART TWO  -  SESSION I

Observations

USGS will not likely perform a camera calibration procedure on digital camera systems

Mootz -  Recertification of older systems would not be required, would likely only
               Apply to newer systems. Older systems could be grandfathered in
Olive (LandAir) – but specs and certification requirements will get pushed out and used by users….older systems may not be considered by users because they “do not meet specs”

MANUFACTURERS
Manufacturer is the calibrator
USGS will need to depend on the manufacturers (expertise and resources issue)
What determines when a design change requires a recalibration? Configuration change would require a recertification
ROI – certification sells more cameras 

USGS FY 2006 Limit on certifications is due to funding

Who ensures integrity of data provided by manufacturer’s sensor calibration?

Who pays for recertification of recalibrated sensors (updates or repairs)
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Pass/Fail certification is the only solution
How much change to a system design before a recertification is required?
How do you account for multiple product types from one sensor certification process?
Manufacturer sensor calibration is to support consistency in build…precision of build, not usually designed for a large or wide range of uses, 
What about the image products?
DATA PROVIDERS

ROI for provider is higher pricing/more contracts if they have certification
Who pays for recertification of recalibrated sensors (that have undergone repair or updates)?
Certification is a cost to industry ($50k), why not government
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What happens to older systems that no longer have type certifications from manufacturer?
How do maintenance contracts provide better data, just a cost to the data provider
Is a review of data provider processes proper…to maintain data/product  quality or should be look at end product characterization
Follow maintenance schedule for systems, NOT a maintenance paid plan
(Maintenance schedule, NOT a plan)

CONTRACTING

ROI is better quality data from vendors
USGS limit on 6 certifications in FY 2006 is limited by funding issues

What is certifiable? (Large, vs. small/medium format systems)

In Situ process validation  is needed to verify some minimum level of accuracy in flight
Should we look at processes or end product characterization
Waste of time if everyone passes?
Who is certified? Contractors and subs, subs to subs?
What are some alternatives to proposed certifications (e.g. ISO?)
QA/QC

Who insures integrity of calibration of digital sensor systems?   
Cost and resource issues….is the plan actually feasible?
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