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	G-1
	 01
	   All
	   All
	   All
	Also, I found the report to be long, especially if the intended audience are groups interested in further developing the DSS tools described as case studies.
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	All lead authors felt that length of their chapters was determined by SAP requirements; we note that other reviewers felt chapters weren’t long enough.

	G-2
	 01
	   All
	   All
	   All
	Also, I found the report to be long, especially to engage NASA in helping advance other existing but less developed DSS.
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	The objective “to encourage NASA….” suggested by the reviewer is outside the scope of the SAP. 

	G-3
	 01
	   All
	   All
	   All
	While the text provides good general information, the reader is often not given a full sense improvements gained by incorporating the NASA or other Earth observation data. Other than for the renewable resources chapter (Chapter 3), the text and the summary both lack quantitative data on whether the NASA data and models help improve farming, water management, air quality, etc., even in the specific instance of the case studies selected for the report. 


	
	
	
	
	
	x
	The SAP does not call for quantitative benchmarking of improvements enabled by earth observations. Rather, the SAP requires us to focus on responding to the specific set of  questions given in section 1.3 “Questions to be Addressed.” 

	G-4
	 01
	   All
	   All
	   All
	Other than the Public Health example, the other sections have no useful figures or no figures at all showing data quality, results improvement trends, DST interfaces, money saved, etc.


	
	
	
	
	
	
	The lead authors reviewed their use of figures in light of comments from all of the report’s reviewers; in several cases, reviewers liked the figures. Lead authors have responded individually to this comment in revising their chapters. 

	G-5
	 01
	 All
	  All
	All  
	While some of the chapters have some figures, these are not that useful, and several sections have none. 


	
	x
	
	
	
	
	We asked our lead authors to review their figures in light of this and other reviewers’ comments; in some cases, other reviewers found all figures useful. We note that the figures in the Exec Sum are taken directly from the SAP. 

	G-6
	01
	All
	All
	All
	The sections on "uncertainty" for each case study are vague and don't convey a sense of improvement other than through a positive language in the report -but this can be read as significant hand-waving. 
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	We asked all of our lead authors to review this section of their chapters. 

	G-7

	 01
	All


	 32
	 
	The author states that NASA's effort with supporting PECAD has not addressed developing a strategy for climate change -and the same is true for the other case studies; yet this was a requirement in the Prospectus.

In my opinion, the report does not really help develop a very deep understanding of the relevance of DSTs to management and also to help understand climate change predictions or climate change impacts. 

The statements addressing the requirements listed in the Prospectus are vague. 

Among these, the reasons given to exclude research 

(for example the requirement for real-time data) are somewhat weak. 
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	We have revised the Exec Sum to make explicit the point that none of the DSTs we initially considered, nor those we eventually selected for the case studies in this report, has to date made extensive use of climate-change information nor been applied to study of effects of a changing climate. Our study of DDSPL in the public health chapter is an exception. However, in all of the case studies, the owners and operators of theDSTs acknowledge that their DSTs can be used for these purposes in the future. 

	G-8 
	01
	water resource management 
	
	
	It is hard to understand the role that NASA is playing in developing or improving the DST, or how NASA is helping integrate Earth observations and models into the DST.
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	Out of Scope and was not provided to LA

	G-9 
	01
	Water Resource Management
	
	2197
	Simply mentioning some satellites is not enough to show how space-based Earth Observation data is useful.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	This was provided to each LA (i.e., included in their tracking matrix)

	G-10
	01
	air quality
	
	
	There seems to be no direct effort at NASA to help guide the air quality DSS to address climate change impacts. In the case of air quality, this seems to be happening through initiatives of the EPA or other people working on the air quality models mentioned (some of these projects obtain partial funding from NASA independent of this SAP effort).

	
	
	
	
	
	x
	Out of Scope and was not provided to LA.



	G-11 
	01
	Water Resource Management
	
	
	There seems to be no active participation in this sense by NASA in either case study; the report describes pretty much what appears to be a desired interaction, not an actual interaction -it is not clear to me why these sections are in the report.

	
	
	
	
	
	x
	Out of Scope and was not provided to LA.



	G-12
	01
	air quality
	
	
	There seems to be no active participation in this sense by NASA in either case study; the report describes pretty much what appears to be a desired interaction, not an actual interaction -it is not clear to me why these sections are in the report.

	
	
	
	
	
	x
	Out of Scope and was not provided to LA.



	G-13
	01
	Energy

Chapter 3
	
	
	One of the best written sections.. However, this section can also benefit from some key illustrations or figures showing gains obtained through NASA's participation and providing Earth Observing data. 

	
	
	
	
	
	x
	Out of Scope and was not provided to LA.



	G-14
	01
	General and ExSum
	6
	
	It is unclear from reading the first few pages of the Executive summary and of the actual document body whether this document is intended to represent the multiagency strategy of the CCSP, or whether it is intended to be NASA's contribution to the CSSP. 

One eventually comes to understand that this is NASA's contribution. It is unfortunate that the view and expectations of other agencies engaged in CCSP were not included. 
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	We respectfully disagree with this reviewer. “NASA” is not the only agency, nor the focal point, of our study. NASA is the agency leading the completion of this SAP, in conjunction with a number of other agencis.  All of the DSTs we study are owned and operated by other agencies. The policy-relevant decisions supported by these DSTs pertain to statutory and other requirements of other agencies, not NASA.  

	G-15
	01
	General
	
	
	All the examples, and indeed the entire NASA effort, seem to be focused on supporting the development of DST's within the Federal government.

In my opinion, this is an enormous limitation of the program. 

For example, some of the federal agencies at the core of the DST core studies presented are in strong partnership with industry or universities. 

However, in the cases described, the NASA program seems to ignore this creative resource, and simply engages the agency directly without a venue for improving the tools, developing statistical assessments, etc. 

I strongly recommend that the program open up and develop linkages to state, tribal, and local governments, as well as a strategy to use the creative engine of academia and research groups, and use the entrepreneurial engine of private industry, rather than centralize all these processes within a few Federal agencies.
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	The SAP focuses on decision support activities in nationally important sectors (see, for example, appendices B and C in the SAP Prospectus). Our expert lead authors chose their case studies from within nationally and internationally important areas of public policy. In addition, our selection also needed to be consistent with the focus of the SAP within the US Climate Change Science Program, addressing applications of earth observations in undestanding and responding to climate change.  These selection criteria led naturally to DSTs within the Federal government.  The reviewer also notes that federal agencies are in strong partnership with industry or universities. In each chapter, our authors point out these relationships.  The reviewer then “strongly recommends that the program open up and develop linkages to state, tribal, and local governments…..”  This suggestion is outside the scope of the SAP.   

	G-16
	01
	General Index
	4
	54
	The pages in the Index are off. (for example: Intro. Title is on p 21, not 12) P 4 L 54 and else where in the Exec Summary and full document.


	
	x
	
	
	
	
	

	G-17
	01
	General
	
	
	There seems to be an assumption that the words "Earth science data products" is equivalent to NASA-or other satellite derived products or associated models. 
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	We have addressed this in the preface. 

	G-18
	01
	AgEff
	30-31
	
	It is good to list limitations identified previously and published by the NRC. However, what other limitations have the authors and NASA found in developing DST's?

More importantly, what has NASA done to overcome these weaknesses that have been published prior to writing this report, and which are simply re-stated here? 


	
	
	
	
	x
	
	This comment refers specifically to the chapter on agricultural efficiency. That chapter includes not only NRC findings but also observations and recommendations by the Integrated Global Observations of Land team of the UN FAO. Taken together, these reports represent large-scale, community-wide efforts to identify limitations. These studies were completed in 2006 and 2007, hence very little time has passed to enable NASA – or perhaps more relevant, the agencies using the DST – to address the reviewer’s next comment about “ what has NASA done to overcome these weaknesses…” 

	G-19
	01
	General
	
	
	Figure 1: Is the intent of the authors that someone understand the process of the SAP by looking at this Figure? 

If so, this is probably going to fail. This figure is too complicated and does not outline a process but a whole bunch of possible connections between various entities and data sources. 


	
	
	
	
	x
	
	Figure 1 is directly from the SAP and we feel it sets the stage for our entire report. This figure has also been adopted widely by other international agencies to characterize use of earth observations in decision support. 

	G-20
	02
	
	
	132-134
	The charge is clearly described. Most of the aspects of the charge are fully addressed. It seems that a consistent challenge for most chapters was in  addressing adequately the charges contained on lines 132 and 134 (the end-to-end issues; see below).
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	

	G-21
	02
	
	
	
	Generally, the chapters are sound, but their quality is uneven. This may be due, in part, to differences in authors' relevant expertise, but part may also be due to their interpretations of the charge. 
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	

	G-22
	02
	
	
	
	The report might have benefited from a summary: what were the differences and similarities that were found among DSSs, their use of NASA products, and their relationship to climate change issues? 
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	Out of Scope



	G-23
	 02
	
	
	
	Are there any big lessons that we might take away? I think this is a significant item.
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	G-24
	11
	
	
	
	The climate change aspect is not entirely clear in the introductory material, however the inclusion in each of the chapters of a subsection indicating how the DST can help in climate change applications makes it clear that this is the main focus (as it must be, otherwise there is no point in having this material in a CCSP report). 

While the material describing the various DSTs, how they use data, uncertainties, etc is useful background information in each chapter, the core of this report is the various subsections 
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	We have revised the Exec Sum to make explicit the point that none of the DSTs we initially considered, nor those we eventually selected for the case studies in this report, has to date made extensive use of climate-change information nor been applied to study of effects of a changing climate. Our study of DDSPL in the public health chapter is an exception. However, in all of the case studies, the owners and operators of theDSTs acknowledge that their DSTs can be used for these purposes in the future.

	G-25
	11
	
	
	
	NASA was the lead for this report, and the introductory material is, in my view, too NASA-centric, and too focused on satellite data. 

To my understanding, CCSP is an interagency activity, and assignment of the lead does not mean that the material is to be specific to that agency’s programs.
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	We respectfully disagree with this reviewer. “NASA” is not the only agency, nor the focal point, of our study. NASA is the agency leading the completion of this SAP, in conjunction with a number of other agencies.  All of the DSTs we study are owned and operated by other agencies. The policy-relevant decisions supported by these DSTs pertain to statutory and other requirements of other agencies, not NASA.

	G-26
	11
	
	
	
	Furthermore, I think that the individual chapters need to lay out clearly where the “pressure points” in the particular applications lie with respect to climate. 


	
	x
	
	
	
	
	We asked all lead authors to address these comments.

	G-27
	11
	Ag Eff
	
	
	At present, this treatment is somewhat uneven across the chapters. 

For instance, the agriculture chapter has a concise, but readily understandable, statement on the interaction of climate (and climate change) and agricultural production. 

At present, this treatment is somewhat uneven across the chapters. 

The air quality chapter, on the other hand, doesn’t really say anything about what the concerns related to air quality in a changing climate are, it instead states issues having to do with downscaling from GCMs, etc. 

At present, this treatment is somewhat uneven across the chapters. 

The energy chapter says nothing whatever about the implications of climate change for energy, 

At present, this treatment is somewhat uneven across the chapters. 

the public health section has one paragraph (which probably should be expanded somewhat),

At present, this treatment is somewhat uneven across the chapters. 

the water chapter makes statements to the effect that water managers have been dealing with climate change for a long time, and have it under control (not really true, see below). 

So that aspect of the introductory material in most of the chapters needs to be revised. 


	
	x
	
	
	
	
	We asked all lead authors to address these comments. 

	G-28
	11
	Air Quality
	
	
	The individual chapters are reasonably even in their treatment of the various topics (I greatly appreciate that the lead authors imposed a standard chapter outline on the chapter leads). 

One exception is the air quality chapter which goes on and on with respect to observations – that should be cleaned up. 

I am especially concerned, though, that the water chapter is something of a fish out of water (no pun intended). 

The RiverWare DST simply is not appropriate in a climate change context. 

As stated in Section 5, “RiverWare itself does not relay on global change information”. 

That statement is true, and is an indication of why the RiverWare DST (alone) is inappropriate. The problem is, to address global change issues with respect to water, you have to represent the land surface hydrologic process, as well as the effects of water management. There has been good work done on this – see in particular papers by Aris and Kosta Georgakakos written for the 2000 U.S. National Assessment. 

So I think that this chapter in SAP 5.1 needs to go back to the drawing board – it is far too limited, and misleading. Aside from the problems with Chapter 5 and other issues raised above, most of the report reads reasonably well. 


	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	G-29
	11
	
	
	
	In addition to providing more focus, it would be nice to condense the introduction, and just make it a statement of purpose for the report. 


	
	x
	
	
	
	
	

	G-30
	14
	
	
	
	The authors have followed the charge and have stayed within their levels of expertise. 

It would be good if the authors would give a rationale of why they picked the sectors and regions that they did and why not some of the others. Is it because data or tools do not exist to make the evaluation? 

If so, then this is a significant finding that should be addressed in the product. 


	x
	
	
	
	
	
	

	G-31
	14
	
	
	
	There is no real data analysis required in this product. The descriptions of the decision support tools are at a high level and thus, the underlying physics of these tools is not apparent to the reader. 

It is presumed that since the decision support tool is used, that it is good. This may, in all cases, not be a valid assumption, but the technical effectiveness of these tools is beyond the charge of the product. 

Background: (Question 3 : Please distinguish issues you consider to be of general/major concern(s) from other, less significant point(s). 


	x
	
	
	
	
	
	

	G-32
	14
	
	
	
	The authors describe the cataloging of decision support tools as exciting.

It would be a more exciting contribution if in addition to the cataloging that the authors used their combined experience to recommend a methodology by which decision support tools could be ¿certified¿ as acceptable for use in the climate science policy making community. 

Also, to identify areas in which decision support tools need to be developed, what data streams need to be continued for their effective use, and what new data streams may need to be made available. 


	
	
	
	
	
	x
	

	A-01
	01
	Appendices
	
	
	Format should be consistent for references in each chapter. 


	
	x
	
	
	
	
	

	R-01
	
	References
	
	
	Format should be consistent for references in each chapter.
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	


