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Review of Storm et al.,
This is a nice paper describing the ecosystem surface influence of the ICOS network and
the increased coverage with the addition of new sites. I recommend publication with some
minor revisions described below. 

Minor comments:

The abstract is overly long and not concise enough. Please condense it. 

line 50: atmospheric needs to be mentioned here. You have mentioned land nd ocean but
the rest of the co2 is contributing to the atmospheric growth rate.

Line 60. Full stop missing.
Line 93. While the exact approach used here is not awfully common, there have been a
few previous studies that have examined ecosystem representation of various networks
with a slightly different tool (eddy flux) and should be mentioned. Malone et al., 2022
(https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-19-2507-2022) examined the ecological representation of the
NEON network of eddy flux towers over the US but for the eddy flux footprints, which are
much smaller than the concentration footprints / surface influence of the ICOS network.
Pallandt et al., 2022 (https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-19-559-2022) also looked at ecosystem
representation in the Arctic ecosystems.

Line 116. Do you mean STILT v2 (Fasoli et al.,2018, https://www.geosci-model-
dev.net/11/2813/2018/). If not, I'd recommend upgrading. It's much faster to produce
the footprints than v1. 

Line 124. I don't understand this statement. If you want to combine the footprints with
biogenic CO2 estimates, then you need to have at least 3 hourly (hourly would be better)
time-step footprints back over the 10 days or you won't be able to interpret the CO2
signals. There is a strong diurnal cycle in CO2 flux from the biosphere with uptake during
the day and emission at night. So you can't just take a 10 day footprint and multiply it by
the net CO2 from VPRM. That's not the same as combining it in a sub-diurnal way. See
Commane et al, 2017, Schiferl et al., 2022 for examples. It sounds like on Line 137 that
you are using the time varying footprints for the interpretation so maybe I am just mis-
understanding. In that case, maybe a little re-wording/clarification would be good. Did you
combine the GPP and Resp from VPRM separately? In that case, did you use a static



average number for the previous 10 days? I think that would actually be ok, given what
you are doing with this study. But it needs to be explained. 

Line 178. Others. 

The Results and discussion could be combined. I think it would read better and there is a
lot of discussion in the Results section already. But that's just a suggestion. 
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