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Commission 2 — Gravity Field

Q: What istherole Commission 2 should and want to play in the GGOS family?

A: Commission 2, part of IAG, hasa mission and vision to promote research in the
area of Earth’sgravity field and continuesto support these through study
groups, projects, conferences, workshops, and through collabor ation with other
Commissions of the |AG and various Services.

Products of the Commission clearly serve the purposes of GGOS.
Commission 2 welcomes suggestions from GGOS on areas of gravity research

and corresponding goals that would benefit GGOS and the greater scientific
community.



Commission 2 — Gravity Field

Q: What does Commission 2 expect from GGOS, and, in particular, what new
functions would Commission 2 like GGOSto fill?

A: GGOSservesasa valuablelink between societal requirements and geodetic
observations and models.

GGOSalso servesas a coordinator of products from various services and can
recommend consistency in modeling and accuracy for the common good of
societal needs and scientific advancement toward improved under standing of
the Earth system.



Commission 2 — Gravity Field

Q: Where does Commission 2 seethe added value of GGOS as a family?

A: It issuggested that a more appropriate description of GGOSasan
embracing unit is“organization” or “facilitator”, which hasaless
hier archical connotation than “family”.

GGOSisviewed asa valuable group that advises and recommends with
justifications on ways to homogenize and ensur e the uniform quality of
geodetic productsfor societal uses and requirements.



Commission 2 — Gravity Field

Q: With respect to the GGOS 2020 Strategy process, does Commission 2 agree
with the organizational structure of GGOS as proposed in Chapter 9 (lead
author Gerhard Beutler) of the Reference document or does Commission 2
have comments and suggestions for improvements?

A: Theproposed organizational structurerelativeto the Servicesand |AG
commissions could be better defined.
- dothe existing servicesreport to GGOS?
- arethe missions and visions of the existing services independent of GGOS?
- dothe lAG and its Commissions serve GGOS under itsdirection?
- can the services and | AG pursue an agenda independent of immediate societal
requirements and with a longer, more general view of advancing the sciences?



Commission 2 — Gravity Field

Q: What are your/Commission 2 thoughts and comments concer ning the
technical components of GGOS as proposed in Chapter 8 (lead author:
M ar kus Rothacher)?

A: Thetechnical components of GGOS specifically address all of geodesy from raw
datato finisnhed products (models).
- iIssuch compr ehensive engagement consistent with the mission and vision of
GGOS?
- do such all-encompassing pur suits duplicate scientific activities traditionally
coordinated by the |AG and the geodetic services?
- would it be more appropriate to define a functional mission of GGOS that
laterally supports collabor ations among other servicesand the lAG? The
technical components would then naturally be mor e conservative and realizable.



Commission 2 — Gravity Field

Q: Does Commission 2 find itself appropriately involved in the GGOS 2020
process and theinput of Commission 2 appropriately reflected in the
document?

A: Any lack of involvement in the GGOS2020 process by the Commission is
entirely the fault of its president.

Welook forward to a pragmatic approach to working with GGOSin its
effortsto define and realize itsvision to advise on the quality and
consistency of geodetic products for societal needs.



