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March 12, 1969

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

TOs

FROM: ,

SUBJECT : ‘Comments on Project 6607 Report
REFERENCE : 2300301<TM~69~2

I do not believe that the statement of objectives (Introduction)

“are sufficient. 1In partibulary emphasis should bewplaced on the
determination of photographically related error. I do not believe
~anyone would agree that the program was all-encompassing enough

to answer question number 1. Question 3 has too many human

féctors overtones. It should be ré-phraséd. Quéstion 4 was
not an objective: The intent by chéﬁging resolution was to
see if the basic cpnclusiéns were alteréd by cﬁanging the system
performance ih a known way. I am not sure question 5 was really
aﬁ objective.‘ |

It would have helped if the pages had been numbered, even if

- by hand.

I still3don't understand why they changed from 3 to 2 operators.

I calculate that this should have changed the confidence interval
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or abéut 40%. Ivguessvin most cases; this would not have overlapped
the systematic error, so it really doesn't make much difference.

I witﬁdraw the comment. I would have liked to see a little more
exploration of errors and confidence‘limits as a function of

" ' ‘ density with the sensitometric data su'per’impo‘sed.

4. Wording is not gcoa,invgeneral. Page 2 of Section II is a good

' exampie. I found their definition of error a littie confusing.
_After a while, I figuredrout that'they_generally referred to the
ran&om (precision-type) of error as "error". In this case, |
interaction’ of operator and photographic effects become lumped
in the systematic error which isra dynamic.type of error. ThHe
conclusion then is that a systematic error is introduced by the
- nature of the photography.

5. Oh page 270f Secticn III, I do not feel‘that determiﬁingUthe
ex1stence of a "p051t1ve correlatlon" is a proper expression of
objectlve. A much stronger relatlonshlp would be required to
show‘that thejbperator was materially affected by the image structure

: ana sucH a relatidnship was; in fact, shown.; |

6. ‘It really wasn t necessary to make the h(p) = h ( U) assumption

.in the mlcroden51tometer section where the spread function
'-correctlon was calculated I think the recursive solution will

still worku'

25X1

Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2012/11/01 : CIA-RDP79B00873A000100010086-9




Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2012/1 1/01 : CIA-RDP79B00873A000100010086-9

25X1

7. I don't dlsagree w1th any of your comments.

8. As a general conclu51on, I judge that this work is very
.s1gn1f1cant. It shows that.the 51tuat10n-induced error is large
oomparea:to the'precisionvinvolved-in.making-repeated measure-

. ménts by 'comparatorsv in the presence of grain noisel.

9. I would have liked to have seen an analysis for the three

.operators'ShOWinc paired aifferences and an analysis of bias,

if any, between operators, to support their arguments on

confldence limits.

710. ~ Figure 9, IVthink, shows aAlower deviation_for'S than for 12
readings (I think anyway, my copy is bad). What were the
confldence llmltS on .o.

‘ll,' I w1sh ‘they had used a more con51stent verbal notation throughout
I got confused on some of the errors. Fllm:random eérror was
sometimes called dev1at1on, for/example. ' ; |

12} ‘ Ehe correction procedure is very clever and eupporte,ﬁy earlier
contention about the impact of image restoration on’measurement.

13. I didn't care much for_the format‘and content of thevsummary and
conclusions section. It needs to be less wordy, more punchy
nand not based on the questions (which I think should be re-

worded anyway) .
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14. I do not think that dual gamma will affect these conclusions
much for iow contrast objects} and most small objects will
fall_into this category. 1If one can get some estimaﬁe-of the
spread function in the same. general density.and contrast range,"
correction couid probably me made. For higherlcontrasts,

.“ . problems wiil aris"e‘.‘ I beiieve thét a similar experiment
should be conducted on dual gamma; using relativelyvlow
.gchievédiAb's, say in the 0.5 range. |
ThelbasictphenOmenon which causes £he systematic¢ error seems
to invélve the detailed'imagé structure. Since-we could not
covef_all cases of image structure anyway, the.addition of
dual'gamma_simply increases the size of an already Ve;y large

.matrix'of possible respdnsés. Consequently, I believe that

‘ ' dual gam% may change the conclusion about correction (f'i‘l: 7

uvieast in'éases with larger AD or wherein the choice of spread
_function~e§timator is limited). The conclusion regarding an
| : interactién between structure and measureﬁent should not be

affected. This is the fundamental result and is of the most

importance to the mensuration field.
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