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We thank Reviewer 1 for its clarification. His/her detailed review and discussion is a
major contribution to improve the paper and prepare a revised version.

Comment:

P7141 L15-18: What | was referring to is the difference between equation 26 from
“parallel” version of SPARSE and equation 7 from “parallel” version of TSEB (Norman
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et al. 1995) and the need to elaborate on this difference in the manuscript as it can
have quite significant impact on the results presented in section 4.

Reply:

The differences between the translations of the “patch approach” into the parallel al-
gorithm of TSEB and other formalisms have been detailed in Lhomme and Chehbouni
(1999) and re-assessed in Lhomme et al. (2012) who refer to the latter earlier com-
ment. The way the total turbulent heat fluxes are computed from the soil and vege-
tation components is not very different in fine between both models: in TSEB, each
component flux (Hs or Hv) is directly expressed for the whole surface once the avail-
able energy has been partitioned into a soil and a vegetation patch according to fc,
therefore the total flux is the simple arithmetic sum of both (Equation 7 of Norman et
al. 1995). In SPARSE, we describe each flux density of each patch, i.e. one for the soil
and one for the vegetation. Therefore the partitioning is computed once the individual
flux is computed after solving the surface energy balance for each patch, and the total
is therefore computed as a weighted sum and no longer a simple sum. It seems to us
that this choice is more consistent with the “patch approach” defined by Lhomme et al.
(2012) and schematized in Figure 1. We'll point this difference in the manuscript.

Comment:

P7149 L18-19: It is interesting that f_g=1 provided the best results for TSEB as in
the previous studies it was shown that accurate estimation of f_g is quite important in
senescent crops (e.g. French et al., 2007 and Guzinski et al. 2013). Was green or
total LAl used as input to TSEB and SPARSE? It should be total LAl but from figure 5
it appears that green LAl could have been used.

Reply:
Total LAl was used for the fraction cover for both models, while green LAl was used
for the stomatal resistance in SPARSE. We agree with Reviewer 1 that it is important
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and it will be specified in the text, and the total LAI evolution will be provided along the
green LAl in Figure 5.

Comment:

Table 1 and Table 2: In addition to bias it would be good if correlation was also shown
in those tables.

Reply:
We can provide correlation also.
Comment:

Figures 7 and 9: | meant that in figures 6 and 8 the legend says “Series model” and
“Parallel model” while in figures 7 and 9 it says “series” and “parallel”.

Reply:
Yes, legends will be modified accordingly.
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