Manufacturing Likes/Dislikes:

1. An independent certification is good.

2. Manufacturing testing, certification, other info is provided to data providers and government providing all with important information.  Small vendors can not afford high level testing and certification costs so getting info from the manufacturer helps them. 

3. The cost of $50,000 seems high for a vendor to have to pay for the certification process.

Manufacturing Comments:

1. Cost covered 50 – 50 not necessarily 50K.

2. Proprietary & Confidential info must not be shared by IADIWG unless permission received form the vendor or manufacturer.

3. Certification group should have the appropriate education, back ground, skills.  This includes:  remote sensing, photogrammetry, radiometry, image processing, standards, physics/optics, computer engineering. And group membership should rotate every two years with 6 – 12 months of overlap for continuity.
4. The manufacturing report would be the least beneficial.  The main reasons for a good product are the processes.
5. Manufacturers certification should be tied to a certain level of work and particular product.
Manufacturing Questions:

1. Does the USGS have a sufficient pool of qualified candidates to do the certification?  George said that people from various fields such as academia, govt, etc would be sought out.  The real difficulty would happen in a couple of years when new or untested equipment is released.  An individual creating custom equipment or software may go to court if they feel they are unjustly being left out.

2. What level of modification would require a new certification?  

3. Would there be an industry representative on the certification team?  You should not have one vendor evaluating the equipment of another competing vendor.

4. Would only certifying four companies in 2005/2006 limit competition?  At this time no other vendors have a device ready.  Jena and others may be ready for testing next year.

5. What about small or medium format cameras?  IADIWG has discussed possible acceptance of smaller format systems.  NAIP or other programs could use these sensors without certification.

6. What would happen to equipment already in use?  If, for example an ADS40 is certified now all of the other ADS40’s would also be certified.

7. Have other groups such as ASPRS, IEEE, ISO been contacted?  USGS plans to hire expert in the quality assessment field.  Discussion that the certification and quality assessment field is much larger than just NAIP or digital imagery.  Discussion about contacting NSGIC or other groups.

Data Providers Likes/Dislikes:

1. Recommend overall quality assurance plan for the entire organization, such as approach by C. Eisenhart.  Rational approach for certification of quality.  

2. Like concept of test range in local area.  Cost could be prohibitive if you have to fly to Stennis.  Instructions for setting up a range.  Accuracy and reflectivity instructions.  Discussion that the Stennis site should be improved.  A test site in London, Ohio is a better site.  More sites need to be set up across the country.  Thought needs to go into both spatial and reflective aspects of a test site.  Possible collaboration with ODOT, Florida, and other sites.  Can even use portable targets.  Paint targets on plywood and move outside when needed.  Sanborn and Surdex have their own test ranges.  Possibly a listing of test sites could be posted.     

3. Dislike having to worry about the provider processes.  Just show me the final image.

4. Dislike how did this evolve into an evaluation of the entire workflow?  Discussion about companies needing to show and have approved all of their processes.  Emphasis should be more on the overall process.  The end product is important but the creation process needs to be known.  When going to court using an image is necessary to have proof of the accuracy and any other aspects of the image.  BLM, FSA, and others often have to use imagery or data created from the imagery for legal descriptions, official acreages, and other situations.  

5. Like site reviews that are mandatory but no more frequent than 3 year period.  

Data Providers Comments:

1. Should rely on ISO certification not delving into every aspect of a device or production flow.  
2. The vendors and manufacturers need to be able to protect proprietary info and processes.

3. Data providers certification seems unwieldy as to software versions, operator training.

4. Concern of how quickly the data providers certification process becomes standard practice and if it adds any value over other processes such as ISO. 
5. Reviews need to take place regardless of ISO certification.  ISO does not mean professional competence.

Data Provider Questions:

1. Will ISO certification supplement or be done instead of the IADIWG certification process?

2. Should consideration be given to capabilities of each sensor?  Example resolution, map scales, vertical accuracy?
3. What procedures constitute the providers “quality assurance process”?  How is quality defined?

4. If work is subbed out, will the USGS certify each sub or is it the primes responsibility to ensure the sub is providing quality products?

5. What tangible benefit does the data provider get for the $7K? 
6. What difference does the process make as long as the output product meets specifications?

