EOP Comments on CCSP SAP 5.1
General
The stated intent of the SAP is to provide “a characterization and catalog of observational capabilities in an illustrative set of decision support activities.”  However, this reviewer was not really able to find significant mention of decision support tools or systems beyond the small set of illustrative examples described in detail in individual chapters.  Is it possible to provide a more extensive catalog of DST in either the executive summary or in individual chapters (as suggested will be done on page 5, line 103)?  Absent the promised extensive catalog, it wasn’t clear whether DSTs were something relatively new (which would surprise me) or whether they were applicable only to very narrowly tailored questions.  Neither was it clear what generic challenges the development and improvement of DSTs face.  

 

In some cases, the overview of the chapters in the executive summary might be more productively relocated to the individual chapters.  This reviewer read Chapter 3 prior to reading the executive summary.  As a result, I didn’t really appreciate what the point of Chapter 3 was until after reading the executive summary – and even then I’m not sure I really had that significantly better context for understand why the SAP was produced in the first place.  Maybe I misunderstood the scope of the SAP or the working definition of DST, but as just one example it seems that DSTs could be designed or existing DSTs improved (e.g., Edmonds and PNNL’s Integrated Assessment Models) to provide useful inputs to the problem of portfolio management for federal energy technology R&D programs.  The chapter could be greatly improved by discussing the roles and limitations of DSTs in the energy sector broadly before narrowing the scope so tightly to the description of a single DST.  Chapter 3 reads as merely a description of the DST rather than a critical analysis of the tool.  Is there any literature or reviews that comment on the robustness, validity, of applicability of HOMER or other DSTs in the energy sector? 

 
Each of the five case studies provides a reasonable example of how DSTs are used, what data they rely on, and what some of their limitations are.  The Executive Summary seems far too generic in describing the content of the document.  Each of the DST chapters shows how climate change data might be used to forecast changes in a particular sector, and includes a good discussion of limitations.  But the Executive Summary doesn’t adequately capture the general principles of operation, nor the general limitations that constrain all DSTs.  That discussion would be very helpful.  There is also some repetition in the Exec Summ that could be eliminated.  Although I recognize the intimate relationship between climate change science and Earth observations, the Exec Summary reads like a USGEO document rather than a CCSP document.  There should be more emphasis on developing these tools to deal with climate change.

References
It appears that SAP 5.1 has made use of as-yet-unpublished literature (e.g., 8 citations that are “in press”) and a variety of non-peer-reviewed sources, including the trade press, websites, or advocacy documents. 

 

We request that the authors fully comply with the Guidelines for Producing CCSP Synthesis and Assessment Products for approval and materials availability in the form in which they were used for preparation of the SAP:

 

“Authors will use the published, peer-reviewed scientific literature in drafting the products. In the rare case that any materials used in preparing a product are not already published in the peer-reviewed literature, the lead agency(ies) must get approval from the CCSP Interagency Committee and these materials must be made available by the lead agency(ies) and/or CCSP Office. The use of any such non-peer-reviewed materials may be questioned by reviewers during the expert review or public comment period. Authors should seek to publish any materials used in preparing drafts of the products.”

 

For the 8 that are “in press” or “submitted” (cited below as [page #, line #]), if the articles or books have already undergone peer review and are in their final form, these references should be assumed to be published peer-reviewed literature.  If the articles or books are not in final peer-reviewed form, the authors should fully comply with the Guidelines for approval and materials availability: [117, 2577]; [120, 2642]; [120, 2658]; [120, 2662]; [120, 2701]; [122, 2708]; [122, 2718]; [141, 3179]

 

For grey literature sources - newspapers, the trade press, websites, advocacy documents, position papers or research plans for the government’s conservation partners (an incomplete list follows as [page #, line #]) – which may not have been peer-reviewed, the authors should fully comply with the Guidelines for approval and materials availability: [118, 2599]; [119, 2622]; [121, 2676]. In the case of these first two references, it is not clear from the AWMA website whether Environmental Manager is a peer reviewed journal or a trade magazine.  To ensure clarity on the part of readers, we request that the authors carefully differentiate in the text or in the list of references their use of non-peer-reviewed sources.

 

Inclusion of information through personal reference may also be problematic (cited following as [page #, line #]): [124, 2753].  Would this be more appropriately sourced as a SWERA position paper?

 

The reference on [page 119, line 2639] is incomplete.
Other
Page 4, line 94: Please insert “currently” after “organizations.”
