Response to Reviewer 1

Introduction. Added reference covering both Lunokhod II and Viking scoop experiences. Related Work. Added references for DEMO B and CARD-II traverses.

Section 5.1. Added specifics on camera/lens field of view, and commented on ease of incorporating motion-averaging into camera/vehicle coordinate transformation.

Section 5.2 Added references and short discussion about more sophisticated error modeling. We agree that the uncertainty model that we use in this section is a simple first-order model which does not incorporate the improvements (sub-pixel interpolation, etc.) which are described in the references given by the reviewer. We have made this more explicit and we have added those references.

Section 5.3 Added citation on window selection. Section 5.4 Added citation on Sparc10 runtimes.

Response to Reviewer 2

Significantly rearranged Section 4. Clarified that route planning not addressed, and described how dead reckoning used for local obstacle avoidance. Clarified statement about path evaluation being a weighted average. Addressed questions about arbiter and user interface. Section 5.1 Slightly reworked the discussion of lookahead distance, to make as clear as possible how the camera height is derived. The number of 1.5m is derived from the stopping distance equation given in the text. We have clarified that point. Added specification of angular field of view (but not IFOV, which can be inferred).

Section 5.2: We have added a paragraph about the computation time for rectification, which turns out to be negligible compared to correlation.

Section 5.4: Figure 6 and 7 show 9 different combinations of sampling in x and y, thus making it extremely difficult to label individual curves. Furthermore, there is no significant or systematic differences between the curves as a function of the sampling values. This is made more explicit in the text.

Section 5.4: We agree with the reviewer that there is a loss in obstacle detectability as the resolution decreases. We have added a discussion of the relation between minimum width and resolution accompanied by a (new) graph.

Section 5.5. It is not possible to give false positive/negative obstacle detection rates because the stereo process does not label things as obstacles. This interpretation is performed in the local obstacle avoidance module. We have not determined what the rates are. Section 6. Clarified remakrs about visual landmarks, skyline navigation, and digital sextant. Section 7. Clarifed that digital sextant is indeed using celestial navigation.