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Pros:

· Good idea to certify manufactures camera calibration process (Independent Verification)
· Accountability for MFRs

· Accountability for Data Providers

· Accountability of Users

· Qualification beyond ISO (Data Providers)

· Professional Certification: CP, PMP, PE

· Ability to self calibrate

· Contracting “template” a good idea

· Good effort
Cons:

· Configuration is problematic – systems not robust or rugged
· Difficulty of Data Provider to have MFR certification
· Weighted toward artifact/documentation instead of process control

· Emphasis on excessive documentation
· Sample Specs are too narrow – don’t address new technology

· Certifying Data Provider instead of final product (Need more emphasis on Final Product process.)

· $50K too high for Manufacturer Certification (What if every country charges too)

· Data Provider record keeping requirements (danger of going out of control).

· Radiometry unclear, focused too much on geometry now.

· What is standard of recertification?
· Cost of building own test sites.
· Data Provider’s limited in there technological capabilities.

· What about Software”

· Bias toward USGS products?

· Goes way beyond existing film camera calibration model

Missing/New Things:
· How to have certified programs without certified professional programs.
· What about open source geospatial processing software?
· Missing Standards – where’s the beef?

· What are the specs

· Radiometry

· End user accountability

· Additional Sensors (HSI,MSI, etc.)
· Focus on high end, technology may be passing.

· Quality vs. Value vs. role of professionals

· What level of change that will trigger recertification?

· Calibration Definitions: subsystems; IMU, GPS.

· How are discrepancies/deficiencies resolved?

· Is there an additional cost for recertification if you fail?

· Low-cost (lessor) cameras many meet some needs- what about them?

· Minimum specs to be considered “mapping” camera.

· Certification of software tools like GPS post-processing.

· Process control is Key (technology is not only thing)

· Can’t inspect quality

· Image quality specs based on science, not just beauty.

· Need quantifiable

· Product Validation – FAT

Others:
· Does survey Manufacturers have certification?
· Can we learn from that?

· Certificate should simply state accuracy achievable is “?” for the system.

· Must include s/w, IMU, GPS, process.

· Re-certification Triggered

· Does this take into account DOD specs

· Is the science available to understand system stability with respect to calibration frequency?

Heavy Hitters:

Manufacturers:
· Do Manufacturers Certification Process soon!
· Like and concur with MFR certification process

· Proprietary Protection

· Handling Discrepancies/deficiencies

Data Providers:

· Endless Documentation
· Don’t end up with “process for the sake of process”
· Handling Discrepancies/deficiencies

· Ability to self calibrate (in-situ)

Contracting Procedures:

· Educating Users

· Decision/contracting support

· Quality vs. Value vs. Certified Professional
Cross-Cut (miscellaneous):
· Recommend visiting some producers now to see current methods.

· Find commonality

· Re-use! (as much as possible)

· Education of End-Users

· Bias toward USGS products
· USGS needs to determine/certify achievable accuracies of a system

· Need to define the minimum standards.

· Radiometry is a hole – start work now!

· Will this plan be used by others? ( States, tribes, other agencies)

· International

· Profession needs to address licensing/registering/certification

· Licensed Surveyors?
Q&A:

· Start using quantifiable quality standards

