Digital photography confuses a lot of people regarding size of image.
When | ask for a certain number of pixels and a certain size, what
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If you've reached that point when you think it’s time to change that trusty
old 35mm film camera for a digital job, you need to take a quick look at the
pros and cons of the changeover, and here
we’re looking specifically at how this can
help or hinder you when you send photos

into the magazine.

My trusty Olympus on the left is an
incredibly compact SLR, but look at it’s
replacement on the right, a Fuji S5000,
a fraction of the size, and much lighter

Confusion abounds in the world of digital photography,
out you go with this amazing filmless camera, shap away,
look at them on your PC and they seem fantastic. Print
them out on your inkjet and they’re stunning.

However, most digital cameras take an image at a
leisurely 72 pixels per inch. This is perfect for an on-screen
image, and your inkjet won’t complain either, but the world
of print requires a much denser image, 300 pixels.

What | have to do is take the digital picture you've
just e-mailed me, and manually compress those pixels.
When I do this, it reduces the size of the photo. | use a
programme called Photoshop, and the on-screen dialogue
boxes I've captured and placed on the far right show you
exactly what | see, and how | change things. You may
have this software, or something similar supplied with
your camera that can show you more or less the same
information.

All cameras take pictures in varying levels of quality,
the higher the quality setting, the more pixels it uses to
capture the image, and the number of images you can
take drops accordingly, because you've used your memory
up.

The quality improves dramatically when you do this.
When Tony Dudmesh sends me an image they come in at
72 pixels per inch, but because he’s cranked up the quality
level, they’re 2400 pixels across as compared to the 640
example here, and a massive 84.67 cm wide. Even
condensed for print, they are still big at 20.32cm.

Of course, if a news correspondent gets images that
are too small, they can do little but pass them on as they
are, but when you next snap away on the digital, remember
to check the quality setting before you do anything, your
pictures will look so much better.

Don’t make the mistake of thinking you can get away
with reducing the image in size in order to keep your on-
line time, and phone bill down. You can’t. There is no
sustitute for pixels.  Steve Fermor.

from an earlier issue, but the reminder is neccessary. Do take note.

too. You'll find the option of previewing your photos as soon as you've taken
them astonishingly helpful. Be prepared to take on board some serious expense
though. Compared to traditional cameras they are more pricey anyway, but
make allowances for a bigger flash card (or whatever system your chosen
model uses) because you’ll soon run out of memory, and the batteries bundled
with the camera will seem to last around 10 minutes. Digitals are power
hungry beasts, so allow for some rechargeables and a charger. These will last
much longer between charges.
As | said in my editorial, digital cameras may not suit everybody, and some
who have found a satisfying hobby with conventional film may well be
unimpressed with the prospect of adding computer technology and
expense to the equation. | won’t seek to challenge that opinion. What
I'm trying to do here is to help those who have made the change, or
are about to, come to terms with the neccessary requirements for the
magazine.
With film, it’s all so easy isn’t it? Click away, get your films
processed, and post them in. But now there’s the added
complexity of pixel settings! To get a good image, you
need lots of pixels. I'd advise against less than a 3
megapixel camera when you buy, you won’t get the
quality needed.

Your manual will tell you what size pictures you can
take with each quality setting. The minimum you should
shoot at is 1280 pixels on the longest edge. Now read
what happens if you don’t.

Next time, I'll cover how | set my camera up to get
the quality | need. Though your camera may be different,
the principals are the same.

In this example, the picture has been dropped on
the page in the size it was sent to me at, 22.58cm
at a resolution of 72 pixels per inch, standard
setting for most digital cameras. It seems huge
doesn’t it? Note the pixel size.

But look what’s happened here! With those same
pixels squeezed together until 300 of them occupy
just one inch, look how small that picture really is.
Now it’s not even one column wide (5.42cm), yet

&ok at the pixel size box. It hasn’t changed.
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Join Steve Fermor in
the digital maze and
discover some easy
routes to better car
photography

Last month, we covered the minimum settings
needed to take a digital photograph for the magazine,
and the correlation between the size of the image,
and the number of pixels it contains.

Now we need to take a look at why these settings
are important. Remember how compressing those
72 pixels per inch (or as the trade terms them, dots)
down to 300 pixels per inch (dpi) physically shrunk
the size of the picture? There’s a little more to it
than that, and if all your life you've just had your
prints processed, and that was the end of the matter,
you now need to think a little differently.

If I get a conventional photo through the post
for the mag, | scan it in at the size and resolution
| need, but if a photo has been digitally supplied,
you as the sender place a limit on what | can do
with it. That really is the heart of the problem with
pictures that are too small, if | need to use them
larger, it’s difficult, because the image starts to
look blocky, or pixelate. Esentially, the image starts
to break apart.

Take a look at the two console pictures. The top
one is a 300 dpi image, slightly enlarged here. Below
it is the same image at 72dpi. Nowhere near as
good is it? | can assure you | get far worse examples
than this, some are in real terms just 1” across. |
can’t enlarge those!

So how do you set up your camera to avoid this?
My Fuji set-up menus may be different in appearance
to yours, but the principle is identical.

Opposite is the image | see in my viewfinder
when | enter the quality settings mode. Note that
with the 16k media card supplied, | can get 33
photos on the lowest quality setting, and just 10
on the highest. Buying a bigger card gives you more
photos. | use a 128k card which takes that 33 figure
10 208!

My manual also gives me the following

measurements (in pixels)
per setting, and yours should
say something along these

INFORMATION
CHECKLIST
1. Check the pixel

lines: power of the
6MB 2816x2120 e
thinking of buying.
3MB  2048x1536 | geally this should
2MB  1600x1200 be 3 megapixels
1IMB  1280x960 and above.

On it’s 1MB setting, this | 2 Make sure you

- heck th li
camera just meets the (S:e:t?ngtbgfg?ea;/tgu

minimum level, and will take the shot.

provide a photo half page 1280 pixels along

width. Less pixels = a the longest edge
minimum.

smaller photo. Check yours.

Diagram courtesy of Fuji

I've taken my digital photos. How do | get them off the camera,

and what can | do with them?

It's as well to answer this question here,
because everyone who'’s thinking of buying a digital
camera will ask this question.

It's actually very easy. Physical connection
between your camera and computer will almost
always be via a USB lead.

You will also have software supplied with the
camera which enables you to download your photos
and possibly more. Mine is Finepix Viewer. With
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this | can have an on-screen slideshow, burn a
photo CD or a DVD, rotate and crop images and
re-title them, even add a soundtrack. Your software
may not be quite the same, but as all the
manufacturers are after your custom, expect
something similar. Note: Check what your DVD
player can handle in the way of home-made discs.
You can of course print your photos, and probably
watch them on your TV, like a camcorder.



Ok, I’'ve taken my pictures, they’re on the computer, but I'm a

bit bothered over the quality despite checking the settings first

But did you check the pictures on site? You
see, that’s one of the great benefits of the digital
camera, you can use it’s LCD screen to check
what you’ve taken!

It's a fact that for everything in terms of ‘feel’
you've lost with your SLR, the digital camera hands
you plenty of compelling reasons to use them. The
immediacy of checking your shots as you take
them is a fantastic advantage; you will find, as |
have, that you will be far more inclined to
experiment with all manner of settings than if you
were “flying blind’ with regular film, so don’t forget
to use this feature.

Sometimes though, even though you did peer
into that tiny screen, and were sure you had a
decent picture, when you see them on the computer
screen, you feel they’re lacking something.
Somehow, they haven’t captured the moment.

We've all been there, you look at your pictures,
in some there’s too much sky and grass and not

enough cars, unwanted reflections, the exposure’s
off, the composition isn’t quite right. The photos
just don’t look like how you remember the event.
Is there anything you can do? Oh yes.

Another truly huge capability the digital camera
hands you is the world of post-production; the
digital darkroom as it’s known can put you more
in control of your photography than you could ever
imagine.

You can go as deeply into this as you wish, and
even though tidying up those images will give you
better photos to send in, we all have our own
collections of photos, and these will benefit from
a little on screen editing too.

So, starting here and continuing next issue,
I'll show you some of the basics, and then it’s
really up to you how far you wish to indulge.

Your digital camera set on point-and-shoot can
almost guarantee a successful shot, but it has no
soul. It will capture with astonishing accuracy
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most of what is in front of the lens, but has no
idea of composition or mood, the essence of good
photography.

I'll be looking at composition, retouching, and
limited special effects. I’'m not going to blind you
with science here, just the basics. The rest is up
to you!

To do any of this, you will need a software
package. | use Adobe Photoshop, but this is an
industry-standard programme, capable of almost
anything, but it’s deep, and expensive. There is a
cut-down version, usually called something like
Photoshop LE or light, that you might get bundled
with a camera or scanner, and I’'m sure there are
many PC based packages around that | can’t
advise you on because I’'m Applemac based. The
principles are the same in all though, they give
you the ability to change how an image looks, in
whole or in part.

Take a look at these two pictures, this shot
was used in Land of the Giants last issue. On the
left is the original, you see what the camera
automatically picked up. It’s based it’s exposure

on the world outside, so the interior is
too dark, and the shutter speed has
frozen the moving traffic. It's caught
the image, but killed the ambience.

On the right is the retouched version,
note the interior is better exposed, and
the car looks as though it’s moving
instead of standing still. How difficult?
You'll find out next issue, but before
then, why not pay a visit to your local
computer store and see if there are any
software packages that appeal to you?



Join Steve Fermor in
the digital maze and
discover some easy
routes to better car
photography

Now if you read last month’s thrilling instalment,
you’ll know why it’s so important to make sure
you have your camera correctly set.

| also mentioned subsequent use of your photos,
using them on a DVD player for example. At the
time of writing, I'd recorded a photo CD, this isn’t
as good in terms of quality as a DVD, but the
demands of showing a still picture on a TV are far
less demanding than The Matrix Reloaded, for
example.

Another reason | recorded a CD as opposed to
a DVD was cost. A blank CD costs pence, a DVD
will cost you £4 - £6. A friend had a DVD player
that claimed to play photo CDs, whereas mine
clearly states it won't.

The reality was surprisingly different. The deck
that claimed to play them wouldn’t, yet mine did!
| tried it just out interest, so there’s a lesson for

all of us - don’t take your DVD manual as gospel,
try it before you think of trading in your deck.

| found that the Fuji Finepix software enables
different sets of photos, or albums, to be placed
on the disc in such a way that you can separate
one JDC event from another, for example. Not only
that, but you get the equivalent of scene selection,
and you can choose one of the photos as the menu
picture. It even gives you different visual themes
to use, so 10 out of 10 to Fuji for innovation.

Image quality was far more stable then plugging
the camera into the TV. Title and date information
was on show, and even voice notes - my camera
enables you to make these, useful as a reminder
of what you’ve taken - played as well! | couldn’t
alter the viewing speed, or pause the slide show,
but don’t forget, my player wasn’t supposed to
accept them anyway. You might well find you can.

Having explored the software further, I've found
you can add a piece of music as a soundtrack to
each ‘photo album’, you just need to get the music
files onto your computer first. Now although this
won’t make any difference to getting pictures into
the magazine, it will make a big difference at home.

Music has often been

- INFORMATION
referred to as acoustic CHECKLIST
perfume, watch in stoney | 1. Check the pixel
silence or create the power of the

: i Camera you are
ambience - it’s up to you. ST E

There’s also a direct to
e-mail facility, and the ability
to create a web photo
album for posting on a
website.

Ideally this should
be 3 megapixels
and above.

2. Make sure you
check the quality
setting before you

As I've said before, all take the shot.
the camera manufacturers 1280 pixels along
are competing with one the longest edge

minimum.

another, it’s fair to assume
they will all be offering fairly
comprehensive software to
capture your heart and
wallet, but do check just
what’s on offer.

So, you can send your
digital files via e-mail, put them on the web, watch
them on your TV via CD or DVD, and watch them
on your computer the same way. We’ve come a
long way from the humble photograph haven’'t we?

3. Now check the
shot you've just
taken. Not happy?
Take another
then, that’s the
big advantage of
going digital.

Oi Fermor! | haven’t got a digital camera, but | want to play as well! what about scanners, and

those CDs that your photo developers offer you these days - are they any good?

Yes they are, and of course you can play!
There’s more than one way to embrace the digital
revolution, and although these articles will lean
towards getting the most out of your digital camera,
there are options, some of which might suit your
pocket or your interests better, but first, let’s
consider the reproduction cycle of the photograph.

In conventional printing terms, every time you
reproduce an image, you lose a little, because the
copy is never as good as the original, unless it’s
digital.

So, with your 35mm, take the shot. Your
negative or transparency is the first generation
copy. Now look what happens from there.
1. Negative
2. Print (bad processing will really limit how good
your photo can look), 1st stage of loss.
3. Scan, 2nd stage of loss
4.To film at the printers, 3rd stage of loss.
5.To printing plate, 4th stage of loss.
6. The magazine, 5th stage of loss.

It's a wonder there’s anything left isn’t it? with
a digital camera you don’t jump on the bus until
stage 4, so you lose less detail.

Let’s take a look at scanning. As with digital
cameras, you get what you pay for, mine is a bit
of a pensioner by computer standards, it’s an
Epson GT 9500, around 6 years old, but the design
is at least 8. But it will give me the allimportant
300dpi scan. Everyone seems to give scanner
specifications differently, so regrettably the only
buying advice is ‘don’t buy too cheap’, and tell
your supplier what you want it for.

Many scanners, not just Epson, use a piece of

A typical Twain dialogue box. Remember, this is a ‘mac,
but the principles will be the same, even if it looks a
little different. Make sure that you set to 300dpi, and
also note the selection area.
When you first install, this panel might be rather plain
/ looking, and this button will say ‘Advanced’ You see,
Twain will do most things automatically, to get manual
control, when you click on ‘Advanced’, the window
expands into something like this.

software called Twain to call up the scanner.
Having Adobe’s Photoshop installed, | always call
up my scanner through this programme (File,
Import); you get more control over quality settings
it seems. I'd taken this for granted as I'd always
done it, but having had a couple of telephone
natters with Alan Gibhbins of the SS Register, it
seems that if you just access the scanner without
Photoshop, setting options are limited. Note in
the screenshot above, the dotted line, or Marquee,
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around the picture area. This is a selection area
of what you want to scan. Note I've set this one
to crop the photo slightly. Also note the arrowed
settings. Don’t scan the entire bed, it’s a waste
of your hard drive space when you store it, and
ruinously expensive if you try to send a scan that
size down the phone line.

That’s all | really need to mention about
scanners. Like most computer technology it seems
initially complex, but it isn’t really. Play and learn!



Photos on CD: how good are

they, and can | use them?

Well, they’re very good, and yes you can, and
for many, this is the easiest and least expensive
way of joining the digital age.

Going back to the issue of losing quality every
time you reproduce an image (unless it’s digital),
most will have seen transparencies, and how
sharp they are. After all, they can stand projection
onto a big screen.

Your negatives are going to be just as sharp
too, but the image softens tremendously when
prints are made. There is a way around this.

Many processing shops now give you the
option of having your photos on a CD. The negative
is the source in both cases, but in my experience,
the CD version will be better exposed, and sharper.
At around £2.50 per disc, these are very useful.
Each disc contains low and high resolution images,
send me the high-res ones.

To illustrate how different the print can be
from the CD, take a look at the two samples

above. The image on the
left is from a print, and
on the right from the CD,
incredible difference isn’'t
there?

I should point out here
that this is usually an add-
on service, you still get
your prints.

Opposite is the disc

they came from. A useful
thumbnail print out for
reference, and for your
further convenience you'll
find there is some slideshow
software for those who own
PCs.

Fired with enthusiasm
from last attempt with the
DVD player, | tried the disc
in there, but it didn’t work.
Experiment, experiment!

More adventures in the Digital Darkroom: some simple ways to get the best out of your photos.

This is another area everyone can dabble in:
photo manipulation software. It doesn’t matter if
the original was digital, off a photo CD or you've
scanned it in. Here’s where you can really play.

Remember last issue when | showed how I'd
tweaked a photo from my Land of the Giants article
to put some ambience back into the shot? All
photo software will enable you to manipulate all of
an image, or part of it. Let’s take another look at
Denis Wilmot’s 420G interior.

I use Photoshop, and this lets me select an area
of an image in several ways. One is using a ‘magic
wand’ to select by pixel type, an area of an image,
or for more accurate control, drawing a vector path
(a drawn path joined by points), which isn’t easy
with a mouse, but persevere.

There were two operations performed here.
Looking at the three pictures opposite, you can see
in the top one, a path has been drawn, and saved
- Path 1. When the path is selected, or activated
as in the middle picture, only the area inside that
path will be affected by any changes,

Here, a filter (all filters are trick pixel
manipulation) called Radial blur has been asked
for, and Zoom specified. The sliding scale is adjusted
to taste, and then applied. Look at the bushes in
the centre picture, then at the same bushes at the
bottom.

I’d also decided the interior was too dark, so
with that path still active, Photoshop will let you
inverse the selection, so that anything outside the
path will be affected. | then adjusted the levels of
brightness, and the job was complete.

Most alterations you are likely to make to an
image will be contrast based, which really is altering
the exposure after you've taken the photograph.

Take a look at the handsome chap on the right.
How many times have you encountered this with
your photos, the camera has read it's exposure off
the sky rather than the object you really want?

Look at the difference in the top two images.
The sky was selected by the wand (arrowed), then
inversed, and the levels palette, in the bottom
picture called up and adjusted to make the image

brighter. Only the head was affected. You
no longer have to make do with the image
on prints; you can take control.

Note the path around the

windows, you can see the

individual points as small Magic Wand
squares. Remember to save

your path for later use.

/

With the path selected and
active, call up ‘Radial Blur’
select ‘Zoom’ and try.

Part 3
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Join Steve Fermor in
the digital maze and
discover some easy
routes to better car
photography

In the last of the series, we’ll take another
quick look in the digital darkroom, and a run-down
of some simple do’s and don’ts that are easy
enough to remember, and valuable enough to
enhance your photographic pleasure.

Lots of you had digital cameras for Christmas?
(I am writing this on January 3rd, so I'm still in
Santa mode) Thought so. We’d better get started
then!

Let me ask you all a very simple question: Are
you a flasher? | ask this, because as many of us
will know from bitter past experience, a flash
exposure can often ruin a photo rather than save
it.

We’ve all seen ‘horror film shadows’ on the
wall behind that museum piece car you’ve just
photographed. “Look at this” you’ll say on seeing
the finished result. “That car was 10 foot away
from the wall, but that shadow makes it look as
though it was touching it!” Plus it probably looks
as though it was photographed in a cave.

And here’s something else we’ve all done.
We’ve gone to a party, club night or whatever,
snapped away quite happily, and realised when we
see our pictures, that we’ve photographed the
devil. Yep, I'm talking about red-eye, partners, and
| don’t mean the kind you get from sipping some
of Tennesee’s finest.

This annoying effect has ruined many a photo,
but what can we do about it? How can we stop
our evenings out looking like a still from Night of
the Vampires? Some cameras, and my new Fuji is
no exception, has an anti red-eye flash setting;
the flash flickers rapidly several times to force our
pupils to contract and reduce the effect. Results
are mixed, and with lots of people at different
angles, your photo will still probably feature a
member of the undead or two hanging around.
Also, your friends would probably like the use of
their retinas back by the end of the evening.

I’'m going to suggest the unthinkable here; try
the shot without the flash.

“Are you mad?” | hear you chorus. Perhaps,
but not today. I've been experimenting you see.

If you read some test reports on digital cameras,
they’ll say they’re not so good in low light. Maybe
some aren’t, but I've found just the opposite. It’s
not only red-eye you have to worry about, there’s

‘the yellow peril’ as well. You know, when everything
has a yellow cast to it, and all your mates look
jaundiced. Well, I've found my camera can often
fix both in one go, just by not using the flash, and
because you've gone digital, you can check whether
it's worked or not.

I've tried all sorts of dodges with different
cameras to get around the yellow peril, when | did
my Motorshow feature with my old SLR, | used
400 IS0 film and fill-in flash mode, it worked. It
doesn’t really work with the Fuji though. A lot of
cameras offer a night-shooting mode as well,
allowing you to use a longer shutter speed and
bypass the flash, but it’s problematical indoors.
Take a look at these two photos of a Series 2
Daimler taken at the JDHT museum. The one on
the left was taken without flash, but in night-
shooting mode, with an emulated 200 1SO film
stock (digitals can take on the characteristics of
different grades of film), and look at it! If I'd used
the flash, the yellow would be gone, along with
everything past the door mirrors as the photo
descends into gloom, with a big black shadow on
the wall behind it, and the chrome grille flutes
probably bleached out of existence.

Now look at the one on the right. Exactly as
you’d expect to see it. What did | do? Nothing. No

flash, and full auto setting. I've
never been able to take indoor
photos so successfully. So, why
not give it a try? Not doubt the
pro photographers out there have
found other ways around this, but
really, I'm in the same boat as
most of you; | have a camera, |
have a need for a photo, and |
missed school on the day they
did advanced photography.
Experiment your way around the

problem.
OK, but I really need to know how to get rid of these two problems
should they arise. How can | rescue my friends from the clutches
of Dracula, and how can | cure my car photos of the yellow peril?
Right then, let’s take the car first. You will need lightened the yellow that’s left, because the
your photo editing software, and here I'm using yellow I've just partially desaturated has
Photoshop. I’'m working on the same yellowed started to turn grey, and looks a little gloomy.
photo as above, and I've called up an adjustment The result is not as good, and never will
facility called Hue and Saturation. Hue refers to be as good, as a correctly taken photo, but
the colour range, reds, blues etc., and saturation if you are cursed with the yellow peril, this
refers to how strong a given colour is. In this is a fair compromise all things considered,
instance, we only need to look at the yellows in and it is certainly an improvement.
the picture, and these are over-saturated, that is, So how to get the red out of red-eye?
they’re too strong. As I've mentioned before, and shown here,
Looking at the screen shot opposite, you can photo manipulation software enables you —
see the on-screen dialogue box, and I've arrowed to change all, or part of an image.
the two scales I'm adjusting. Note the saturation If you've had to use flash (if you can get  saturation: reduce  @———
level has a minus figure of 25, this means I've away without, watch out for camera shake), E?;hﬁ:e'g!’ Brightens @ ——3
taken some of the yellow out. Then note the most of the photo will have to remain as e yellow

lightness figure, which has a plus value of 33. I've

taken, but let’s take a look at this most
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unpleasant aspect of flash photography. Below
is what | mean by red-eye.

In the first screen shot below, I've used an
eliptical marquee tool to select a circular area
around the pupil. Any changes | make will only
affect the area inside the circle. I've arrowed the
tools on the tool palette as well.

In the second screen shot, I've used the airbrush
tool to gently spray black to return the pupil to its
correct colour. If the eyes you are trying to retouch
are too small to select, just use a small paintbrush
or airbrush tool and literally put one black dot over
the red area. You just need to ensure that the
brush you use is small enough, and keep it’s

opacity down (you should be able to adjust this)
so the effect doesn’t look like a large full stop.

If the red-eye problem is large in the picture,
say on a single mug-shot, you can be a little more
creative. In the final screen shot, I've reduced the
size of the brush and just put a tiny fleck of white
off-centre to complete the effect.

You’ve got a headful of information, and there are some cars out
there just begging to be photographed. Finally, some simple tips to
remember just before you finally press that shutter release!

Indecent exposure?

It’s a bright sunny day, and your car is white.
How do you stop it from looking like a bleached
whale? Or so dull it looks as though it was
photographed at night?

Most cameras average their exposure out over
the whole frame and set themselves to suit. Some

will allow you
to set the
light reading
off the object
you are pho-
tographing
(better), but
you need to

take care when pho-
tographing white cars.
Either it under ex-
poses and you lose all
the detail (right), or it
over exposes and it’s
too dark (left).
With digitals, you
can check right away,
but don’t be afraid to
alter the exposure to
get the car right.
Don’t worry too much
about the background. The eye is drawn to the
car, so it’s best to get that as good as you can.

Compose yourself!
You've had a great day out at a show, and the
dozen or so cars are all lined up for a photo shoot

to mark the day. You're going to be very democratic
and photograph everybody. Unfortunately, the
photo has acres of sky and grass, with a thin ribbon
of cars dividing the two, so small only the owner
will know who they are!

You will never do justice to the day with a photo

like this. Better to concentrate on a few, or one.
Look at these two examples. The cars in the hall
shot are far too small, and in trying to capture all
of the day it's com-
promised too much.
The photo opposite
has focused on just
capturing a row of
bonnets, but it is a
better composition.
If the cars are a
reasonable size but
you still have too
much terrain, why
not crop it? You can
use cropping to pull that car into the centre of the
picture. Never be afraid to crop an image, all the
pros do it, and also never be afraid to take a
portrait, or upright shot. Think beyond the immediate
shape the viewfinder gives you, and you’ll find
countless possibilities.

Attention seeker!

Sometimes even when you have the car as the
main subject, sometimes the background could
do with knocking back a little, to make the viewer
really look at the car. Here’s another tip: blur the
background. This is an old trick, seen mostly on

A drawn path or wand selection
protects the car.

e

portraits, and is achieved by altering the depth of
field of a photo, or the area which is sharp. You do
this by altering the aperture on the lens, but it can
be tricky, especially on a large, or more to the
point, long object like a car. So why not do it after
you've taken the shot?
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On these before and after shots, I've drawn a
path (like 1 showed you last month) in Photoshop,
and used this path to protect the car while | blurred
the rest of it using Gaussian Blur, adjust the slider
in the centre picture to suit. Effective isn’t it?

See this trick in action on pages 42-43 and 57.



Are you on the level?

This is one of the most common ‘don’ts’ of all,
the drunken photographer. As a general rule of
composition, uprights are always upright.

We all take photos that are not entirely level
from time to time, but just bearing in mind the
‘upright’ rule will give you a much better result. In
these examples, the degree of tilt I've introduced
for an example is just 2°, but look at the difference.
If you have a zoom in and out facility, going into
wide angle mode will “flare out’ uprights near the
edges of the shot, so just keep your eye on the
ones in the centre.

That’s all for now!

I hope you have enjoyed ‘Going Digital’, and | hope | have managed to
explain everything correctly. | didn’t want to reproduce instruction manuals
here, just give you a taster of the possibilities available to you, and how
to sidestep some of the more common problems. How far, if at all, you
pursue these paths is entirely up to you. The aim of the features has been
simple, to enable you to take more adventurous photos for the magazine
and yourself, and to have as much fun as possible along the way.

I've certainly been enjoying my digital camera, | find I’'m taking photos
- successfully - that | would never have attempted in the days of 35mm.
Digitals are like that, you’ll have a go, because you know straightaway if
it’s worked or not. You stop missing opportunities.

I've even got used to an LCD viewfinder, but taking a photo using the
LCD screen is a skill that eludes me. If you were to see me swooping about,
trying to get the subject on the screen at all, you would either think
“Fermor’s doing his ‘Crouching Tiger, Hidden Dragon’ exercises again”, or
more probably “Fermor’s been on the pop again, has he?”

Any questions, send them in. Going Digital might return if | get enough
of them. For now, keep those cameras clicking!
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INFORMATION CHECKLIST

Check the pixel power of the camera you are thinking of buying. Ideally this should be
3 megapixels and above.

Make sure you check the quality setting before you take the shot. 1280 pixels along
the longest edge minimum.

Now check the shot you've just taken. Not happy? Take another then, that’s the
big advantage of going digital.

Don’t forget to check and experiment with the exposure settings when photographing
bright objects, like a white car, on a sunny day.

Remember the golden rule about car photography, make sure there is plenty of car,
and not much sky and grass! Don’t be afraid to crop the image.

Be on the level - uprights are always upright.
Unless you have no choice, don’t photograph into the sun, your car will be too dark.
The flash: do you really need it?

Check your photos before you send them. Do you need to go into ‘The Digital Darkroom’
and tidy them up?

10. DON’T reduce the size of the image just to save a few pence on the phone bill when

you e-mail them. If you do, all the hard work you put into your photo will be wasted.

This is the final page of the Going Digital features, as originally printed in Jaguar Driver.
This material is intended for private use only and may not be reproduced commercially without permission.
© The Jaguar Drivers’ Club Ltd.
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