> 

 • Are the data products described scientifically useful?

Yes.

> 

 • Do the proposed labels properly describe the data files?

Yes.

> 

 • Is the documentation complete and accurate?

Yes.

> 

 • Do you have any preferences with regard to data format,  
> organization, label content, etc., that differ from the proposed  
> data product?

While the choice of JP2 for the orthoimages is probably the best  
choice for a variety of reasons, many users will grumble because there  
is not yet widespread support for the JP2 format.  However, I think  
that it is the best format for the long term.

> 

 • Does the data set described meet PDS standards?

I think that it does.


My only other comments are minor spelling and grammatical ones.

In the opening paragraphs of section 5, there is this sentence:


 These products are intended to increase scientific productivity by


 making a valuable research tool publicly and freely available that


 would be difficult for the average worker to produce.

This PDS release is not making a 'research tool' available, but a  
'derived data product,' and I suggest replacing the term 'research  
tool' with 'dervied data product' in the above sentence.

Also, in section 5.7 where the institutional codes are expanded, 'N'  
should be for 'NASA Ames' (with that capitalization), not 'Nasa Ames,'  
as typed.

                     Ross
