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Although SRE are certainly prone to bias, this fact alone does not explain why they are so. The same cloud properties leading to different precipitation "behaviors" in different regions would... 
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As opposed to what techniques? Which one is the best?
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Although I believe these are approaches to estimate rainfall, I believe the phrase could be improved so that "approaches" is not left "hanging".

reviewer
Cross-Out

reviewer
Inserted Text
s

reviewer
Highlight
What is the difference between the two besides multiplying/dividing by the surface?
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may have a direct application in CMORPH
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What is one and what is the other? I do not think the distinction is easily made from the preceding text.
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The acronym was not introduced before, I believe.
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Acronym introduced in the abstract but not yet in the body of the paper.
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Here the plural is used, but only one reference is provided.
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Should precede the first use of CMORPH.
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This number is  larger than what is presented in some fairly recent publications. For example, the World Bank (2010) mentions 30 million. It would be good to add the reference supporting 50 million.

“World Bank. 2010. The Zambezi River Basin : A Multi-Sector Investment Opportunities Analysis - Basin Development Scenarios. World Bank. © World Bank. https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/2959 License: CC BY 3.0 IGO.”
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It is good to know that recent publications on CMORPH exist, but without a description (even if brief) of the cited papers it strikes me somewhat as a "filler".
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In spite of the definition for large scale water bodies that is given below, I wonder if the Barotse plains or the Kafue flats would not have impacts on rainfall similar to those caused by the open surface water bodies that are mentioned here. Could that be the case? If so, why were they not considered?
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This shapefile is familiar to me. I believe it can be derived from the SRTM data (and possibly other DEMs). Unfortunately, the coverage of the delta of the river is not well represented. In reality it is much wider.
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Consider moving this to the front of "66 stations".

reviewer
Highlight
What were the screening criteria?
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An important remark. I agree.
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What were the alternatives that were tested in this preliminary analysis? I feel this is an important question to ask because the decisions that are reported next are quite specific in their nature.
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Is this part of the work of Bhatti et al. or of this work?
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Shouldn't this be S(i, d)?
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Shouldn't this be Sstb(i, d)?

A similar observation can be made to some of the following expressions.
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Please explain how the corrections are interpolated between gauge locations and clarify if and how the STB can be used in predictive mode (in other words, can it be used to correct CMORPH rainfall estimates even if no rain gauge data are available?
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How did this knowledge concretely guide the grouping?
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Not a multiplication sign.
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Format DT as an index?
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I did not find any reference to "distribution transformation" in the work of Fang et al. (2015). There is an approach in that paper (variance scaling), whose expression resembles the one presented above (although with differences).

What is also puzzling is that the reference to correction of frequency-based indices appears in the abstract of that work, but applied to Quantile mapping and to the Power transformation methods. Can the authors clarify this?
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I believe it would be also very useful that the disadvantages of each method are clearly laid out.
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If I am not mistaken correlation cannot infer interdependence (even if sometimes is tempting to assume it does). I suggest another word is chosen.

reviewer
Highlight
It is the first time I come across Taylor diagrams, so there is a high likelihood that I am wrong in my assertion (something I help the authors can help me with).
The Pearson's correlation coefficient and the standard deviation are bias-insensitive (take a series, add a constant - a bias of the expected value - to it and it will display the same standard deviation; correlation between the original series and the biased one will be 1, regardless of the bias magnitude).
As it is described (a function of R and STD), the root mean square difference appears to be also insensitive to what is perhaps the simplest form of bias.
What is then the big advantage of the diagram, as employed in this paper, to assess the bias-correction methods?
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Is it the ratio of variances being shown?
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It is hard to read the basins' names and the values of some of the contour lines.
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It seems that an interpolation method such as IDW was used to generate the bias surface. That should be stated.
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The quality of the both plots differs.
Why are the horizontal and vertical axes not plotted on the same scale?



reviewer
Inserted Text
,

reviewer
Cross-Out

reviewer
Inserted Text
varies

reviewer
Inserted Text
,

reviewer
Inserted Text
s

reviewer
Highlight
Yes.
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In what sample was the bias correction tested? The same which was used to calibrate the correction methods?

I would rather see a comparison made on a hold-out sample (in space). Because the rain gauge data are already known, the value of using bias-corrected CMORPH data is that they provide information on the regions between rain gauges. So being, it is important to know how the schemes perform in those regions. One way to do it is to calibrate and apply the correction over N-1 gauging stations, use an interpolation model to infer the bias corrected CMORPH values over the Nth gauging station, and compute the error there. This could then be done holding out other gauging stations.
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Is this information not equivalent to the one in the previous figure?
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Difficult to interpret.
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Contradict is too strong. In fact, the authors mention themselves (and very rightly so in my opinion) that results of this kind of analyses are associated to a given region.
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This is the estimated ratio of what? I probably overlooked something, but I did not find a clear reference to it in the rest of the paper. At first I imagined it was the ratio between satellite estimate mean and gauge mean, but that does not appear to be the case (positive bias values correspond at times to estimated ratios smaller than one).
Could the authors clarify this?
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Does adjusting the daily mean alone really affect both of these parameters? I am inclined to believe it does not.














