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SACOG Workshop
Project Description
The workshop will explore criteria such as digital imagery standards, scope, stakeholder participants, project staffing, project management, project schedule, data sharing, costs, funding considerations, etc. The purpose of the workshops in five locations will be to have the audience in attendance provide more in depth discussion of the issues encountered during your imagery acquisition project.

Synopsis
Regional GIS Cooperative - Imagery Collection Subcommittee

February 5, 2008 1:30 - 4:00 PM

SACOG Rivers Room

 

Attendees: Bill Zeman (GeoSpatial Consulting Services), Paul Van Zuyle (WestlakeGIS), George White (CGIA), Carol Ostergren (USGS), Steve Gay (City of Elk Grove), Jen Michaelis (City of Winters), Bruce Boyd (City of Davis), Chris DiDio (UC Davis), Kelly Berger, Chris Brown (Placer County), Geney Terry (El Dorado County), Kevan Little (City of Auburn), Marcus Neuvert (Yolo County), Maria MacGunigal, Nathan Jennings (City of Sacramento), Mark Dumford (City of Rancho Cordova), Bob Earle (Sacramento County),  Mike Pettinato, (City of Citrus Heights)
George White, Bill Zeman and Paul VanZuyle described their project to collect information on past Aerial Imagery Collaborative projects and to develop a business plan and best practices report for the California Geographic Information Association.  Joe used the first section of the meeting to describe and close out the last project and see if there was enough interest in a future project.  While SACOG did not use the imagery from the 2006 collection because of the limited regional extent, the project provides a service to their members that helps improve the quality of the local information developed and ultimately provided back to SACOG.  SACOG was also able to provide a single consolidated contract that allows their members to attract federal and local grant money to offset some of the project costs.
The group reviewed the last imagery project and made a number of suggestions for an improved contract for the next collection.  The oblique portion of the project went well and produced good results.  The Ortho-imagery portion of the project ran into several problems.  Some of these were:
Key Elements from 2006 SACOG Imagery Project: 
1. Funding Constraints were a project driver; project created to be responsive to homeland security grant requirements. 

2. Project was put together quickly.
3. Project did not have a business plan
4. Schedule was delayed due to weather conditions. 
5. Geographic Extent for the project was not well defined. 1,111 of 6500 square miles of Sacramento County were identified for aerial imagery collection. Map of project collection areas was not created before the contract was bid.  Due to time constraints project was bid for 500, 750, and 1,000 square mile collections, then outside partners were asked to join
6. Ortho-Vendor Technology were not suitable for the project deliverables
7. Ortho-Vendor could not deliver imagery that met its prototype standard
8. Tile size was did not meet all partners’ expectations due to large file size- 330 MB per tile
9. Project contract did not have a penalty
10. Type of digital imagery included: aerial @ 6" resolution and Pictometry Obliques
11. Vendor evaluations need to have reference for not only the company but also the project manager
12. Project cost estimated to be $400 to $500 per square mile of aerial imagery depending on if a partner was in the Pictometry area
13. Ortho-vendor internal QA was not acceptable
The group also endorsed the idea of a Regional Imagery Collection Business Plan to develop a coordinated plan in advance of the next collection.
Key Business Plan Elements discussed: 
· Project Goals and Needs

· General Scope - Geographic Extent & Summary of Key Deliverables

· Technical Scope Requirements  - Specification for Each Deliverable
· Project Management & Risk Mitigation
· Contracting - Scope, Retentions, Penalties, and Incentives
· QA/QC Requirements
· Funding
· Project Cost and Budget Allocation
· Imagery Sharing & Distribution
· Schedule
Summary

The project was developed quickly to respond to the availability of a homeland security grant. The geographic area was not well defined and mapping scales and resolutions were not determined prior to the release of an RFP. These details should be determined prior to going through the RFP process. They had a difficult time with the QA/QC process and having the vendor meet the standards set in the pilot project meeting the original delivery schedules. They did say however that the oblique imagery portion of the project was satisfactory. There was a discussion of the efficiency and legality of having liquidated damage clauses in contracts to keep the consultant on schedule.
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