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Title: Identification and simulation of space-time variability of past hydrological drought events in the Limpopo river basin, Southern Africa by P. Trambauer et al.

1. General comments
The manuscript addressed relevant scientific content within the scope of HESS and presented an important topic of droughts particularly in the context of climate change and climate variability. This is useful for water resources planning and management. However, some scientific methods or assumptions were not clearly outlined particularly on the use of the PCR-GLOBWB, which was "not calibrated", the discussions on its performance and confidence of its results for use in drought identification. For example, in the conclusion it was mentioned "... carefully setting up model parameters but with no additional calibration", is this not the same as model calibration or manual calibration? Also, was the model tested for its performance on low flows that are associated with hydrological droughts? These issues go together with allowance for traceability of results by other scientists. 
The uses of these terms are not clear: identification, simulation and characterisation of droughts. Also, there is need to explain the use of the term "simulation" as used in the title! Moreover, the time variability of hydrological droughts were analysed in detail at the gauging stations. One wonders why observed data at these stations were not used in the droughts identification/characterisation/simulation. 
Please explain if you set for hydrological droughts and use SPI or SPEI for longer timescales such as SPI-6 and SPEI-6 or SPI-12 and SPEI-12 or SPI-24 and SPEI-24, can you still call these as meteorological indicators? 
Can you say that SPI or SPEI are robust and adequate for all types droughts identification but what matters is the consideration for the timescale to be used for either meteorological or agricultural or hydrological droughts? 
Further, the word "drought" is confusing as it was used interchangeably to refer to all types of droughts without clear distinction of the type of the drought under discussion!
The manuscript did not indicate related work on hydrological simulation/modelling for drought assessment especially when considering for example, meteorological to agricultural droughts (e.g. Schulze, 1984; Mulungu et al., 2008; Mulungu et al., 2009) or meteorological to hydrological droughts or agricultural to hydrological droughts in the southern African region.

2. Specific comments
Page 2640, Line 21-22: It was not clear how successfully in  "... can successfully identify hydrological droughts ..."?
Page 2640, Line 28: "... to capture the severity of the drought". Which one? is it meteorological, agricultural or hydrological drought?
Page 2640/41, Line 28-30: How the meteorological indicators failed? Say where SPI-12 was expected to give a hydrological drought? Also, not clear how the combination of indicators (e.g. SPEI-3, SRI-6, SPI-12) was useful measure for identifying hydrological droughts? Is it that all indicators gave the same signal of hydrological droughts or the results of the indicators were equal to the observed situation of hydrological droughts or the indictors have to be used together (in unison or tandem) to identify hydrological droughts?
Page 2641, Line 3-4: "... is possible to make a characterisation of the drought severity, indicated by its duration and intensity". Not clear? Use past tense and reword as drought characteristics include severity, time of occurrence, duration, intensity and extent!
Page 2643, Line 8-9: "The model is tested by identifying historical droughts ... with simulated hydrological and agricultural drought indicators". Not clear, reword and use past tense!
Page 2643, Line 23-25: What are climate indicators? Also, the focus of the paper on hydrological droughts is missing!
Page 2651, Line 20: Why a gamma distribution function was used for runoff?
Page 2652, Line 22-23: "... values lower than -2.0 corresponding to severe droughts (see Table 3)". Make corrections for the threshold for severe droughts as lower than -2.0 is extremely dry!
Page 2653, Line 23-24: Table 4: Why the PCR-GLOBWB model had satisfactory values for R2 and NSE while RSR was above 0.70 for stations 23 and 15?
Page 2654, Line 2-3: Why the model was not having satisfactory performance in other runoff stations? Also, was the model tested for its performance on low flows that are associated with hydrological droughts?
Page 2655, Line 1-2: Why the SRI values were not calculated from observed data at station 24? Is it possible to have SRI values from observed data in Fig. 3?
Page 2656, Line 6-8: How and what was the time step for ETDI and RSAI computation in order to compare with, say SPI-3 or SPEI-3?
Page 2656, Line 11-14: Why SPI-6 (as hydrological indicator) was not compared with SRI-1 or SRI-2 (hydrological indicators too)? Why the fluctuations of SRI-6 was lower than that of SPI-6 or SPEI-6?
Page 2656, Line 19-20: How and what was the time step for GRI computation in order to compare with, say SPI-12, SPEI-12, SRI-12, etc.?
Page 2657, Line 26-28: What was the reason for the mismatch between meteorological indicators and hydrological indicators? Also, since you are using the following for reference to hydrological droughts, can you refer to SPI-6, SPEI-6, SPI-12 and SPEI-12 as meteorological indicators?
Page 2658, Line 14-15: Why the period 2003-2004 is missing as observed in sect. 4.2?
Page 2658, Line 26-29: "... the bigger the bubble, the more severe the drought". Not clear as the Y-axis shows the direction of increasing severity but bigger bubbles can be found at low levels of Y-axis! Also, Why with exception of the RSAI?
Page 2659, Line 11-12: "... carefully setting up model parameters but with no additional calibration". Is this not the same as model calibration or manual calibration?
Page 2659, Line 22-24: Please explain why GRI was an exception in representing the most severe droughts.
Page 2660, Line 3: Why not SPI-3? SPEI-3 and SPI-3 had more or less same patterns (Figs. 5-8)!
Page 2660, Line 12-13: Why SPI-3 was left out? There was no much difference between SPEI-3 and SPI-3 (Figs. 5-8)! Also, it was not clear what do you mean by "a combination of different indicators (SPEI-3, SRI-6 and SPI-12)" and by "effective way"!

3. Technical corrections
Page 2641, Line 24: Define the abbreviation SPEI at the first mention.
Page 2642, Line 4: Define the abbreviation PHDI at the first mention.
Page 2644, Line 20: Define RC, R and P
Page 2645, Line 26: Missing Trambauer et al., 2014a
Page 2646, Line 24: Missing Trambauer et al., 2014a
Page 2647, Line 8: Missing Trambauer et al., 2014a
Page 2653, Line 7: "... intensity (value) of -1.0 ..." Not "or"
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