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I have a few detailed comments:

1. Paragraph 2 of the introduction: it would be useful to point out that acoustic communications will blur the line between AUV and ROV a bit.

2. Discussion about REMUS at the end of the introduction: the early military role is wrong, I think, but I'm not certain. I thought it's initial funding was from NOAA. This should be checked and a referenceprovided, even if it's personal communication
3. Discusssion of Hugin and ABE in paragraph 3 of section 2: need references

4. when AUVs and CTD casts are compared in paragraph 4 of section 2, it should be noted that their strengths are different. CTDs are great for vertical measurements, AUVs do much better for horizontal or complex survey patterns. The needs of the experiment in question will play heavily on this choice. 

5. Paragraph 2 of the emerging requirements section needs to be more clear about where the authors are going. Are they discussing observatories? Long-term, unattended AUV operations? I'm not sure. 

6. State of the art: performance numbers need references.

7. Acoustic communication discusssion: the authors should point out that acoustic modem performance is strongly effected by details of the environment.

8. The lessons learned section is a good idea, but some pointers to more info would be very helpful. The SOC metal-shell connector story definitely needs a reference. 

