IADIWG    Break Out Session   August 4, 2005 10:00 – 12:00
Russ Jackson & George Lee Facilitators  

David Davis Recorder
Attendees:
Craig Molander

Dean Merchant

Jolyon Thurgood

Mike Wasielewski

Geoff Gabbott

Steve Helterbrand

Robert Eadie
Phil Kern

Roger Crystal

Jason Caldwell
Discussion:

Quality – Geometric, Radiometric, Processes, Level 1, 2, 3, 

Certification – Will IADIWG certification be accepted by other US govt agencies, state, county, city, region, professional organizations, international organizations, and other countries.  Should or has IADIWG worked with international organizations such as ISPRS, USDR, or EuroSDR to coordinate certification within and across boarders.
It was noted that many countries accept the calibration report of the manufacturer without independent testing.  Question- why doesn’t this happen in the USA.

Discussion about issues if USGS certification was not required.  It was noted that often the manufacturers do not have the capacity to do so many reports and testing.  Providers could wait months waiting for a calibration or other test from a manufacturer.  The group felt that having a government group providing testing and certification is a good thing.  It could save time, save cost, and is independent of particular manufacturers.  The government process should be simple.
Discussion about the possibility that if IADIWG certification or standardization does not happen soon you could end up with numerous certifications or processes by different state, local, county, and similar organizations.  It would be beneficial to all if a single certification process (IADIWG) were available.

Cost would be prohibitive if each country or organization required their own certification.  Need cooperation within and between countries and organizations.   

Sensor size/type – Should or would certification limit small, medium, or other types of sensors.  As long as the sensor can provide the desired end product there should not be a real or artificial limitation on sensors or systems.  The government or manufacturer should not tell a provider how they should be using the sensor.

There could be certification or guidelines showing the products that can be created using specific sensors.  In the end the vendor needs to know that a sensor can really acquire the product that they claim it can.  Vendors generally do testing or “certification” on their own to insure that a sensor really can do what the manufacturer claims.  

Even if a manufacturer has been certified by IADIWG the providers are going to review and test the sensor anyway.  Providers retest sensors every time they move to a different aircraft or make some other type of change such as changing a lens or IMU.

Discussion as to whether or not the warranty is different for a film camera than for a digital sensor.  This can depend on the level of expertise of the data provider and the camera mounts.

For each particular sensor could the manufacturer and data provider certification be combined?  Perhaps all would use the Stennis site.  Also could use an insitu site such as at Reston or their own.

Group feels that manufacture certification should be done and would be a good thing.  How this will be done is still to be determined.  
For NAIP the certification of digital cameras would provide some level of confidence when awarding contracts.  For film cameras the calibration report provides some level of confidence but does not insure that the camera was used correctly.  The same could be true of digital sensors.  The certification would provide some level of confidence but does not insure that the sensor was used correctly.  For NAIP an insitu inspection report would be acceptable and beneficial.

Should IADIWG help set the standards for an insitu test site?  This site could be at a government, independent, or commercial organization.  IADIWG could certify the results.  Group said yes.
It was noted that the data providers probably test the equipment as much or more than the manufacturer since they are spending so much money acquiring the equipment.

Discussion about radiometric testing.  It was not done with film cameras, why should it be done for digital.  Also the whole thing is very subjective.  How could a group such as IADIWG certify radiometric calibration.  Everyone sees things slightly different.  Also they may want different things on the ground to look a certain way.  Radiometric calibration should be done by the manufacturer.  The final product is up to the data provider and the end user.
Discussion about certification.  What about prime contractors, subcontractors, teams, or consortiums?  
Discussion about some current contracts that require flights over Stennis.  

Discussion about the possibility of different results from “standardized” test sites in different parts of the country.  Even though the sites would be as similar as possible the results could be slightly different.

Discussion about contacting NSGIC or other organizations that do have some experience using test sites in different areas.

Need to put out press releases that the IADIWG has this certification process.  Note that this certification is the equivalent of the camera calibration report.  This IADIWG certification could be used for both digital and film cameras.  Could send press releases to URISA, ASPRS, NSGIC, MAPPS, others.

Discussion of providing grants to establish standardized fly over test sites.  Manufacturers, data providers, governments organizations could receive funds to establish and maintain these sites.  Funds also needed to test and approve the site.  Need to investigate sources of funds and who would manage this program. 
Discussion about whether flyover test should be pass/fail or graded.  Most feel that because sites would be in different parts of the country conditions would be slightly different.  Different sites would require different flying heights or other possible differences.  Standard could include flying over the site at three different standardized scales (GSD).  Because of this it should be pass/fail.  Would pass/fail be determined for each scale?  Could choose to be certified at 1, 2, or 3 different scales.
Need for more insitu and fly over test sites across the USA.  Standardize these sites and processes.

Discussion of test ranges.  Should have a few USGS established and maintained sites.  Could also have independent sites that use IADIWG standards.  Does there need to be a group in IADIWG that certifies ranges?  Sites need to be in a variety of locations across the USA.

Discussion of using sites that are currently available.  Numerous vendors have their own sites already.  USGS would certify these sites for use.  Discussion of the costs incurred by the vendors maintaining their own sites.  Would it be fair to expect them to provide these sites for others to use?  

The ODOT test site allows any and all to use their site.    

Discussion about contracting issues.  Grading would make it easier to assign points when awarding contracts but a pass/fail system would be acceptable.  When awarding contracts vendors would receive more points if they were certified.  Certain points for USGS certification/calibration and certain points for vendor’s self certification/calibration.

Currently no plans to do certification of lidar, IMU, or other systems or devices.

