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This paper describes a testing “scheme [which] seeks a different approach to identify-
ing these surface characteristics that control the generation of such observation time
series”. Right away, | am confused about the objective of the paper. The sentence
above is a good example — what approach, what surface characteristics, and what
observation time series are the authors’ talking about?

Abstract and the first few sentences of the paper do not clearly state the objectives,
or even a problem statement that the paper will address. The Introduction, the first
paragraph makes a general statement, but does not point to a problem or issue that
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the work attempts to answer or solve.

One very simple reason why this paper is difficult to understand is that the authors
are using indirect language to describe their ideas, which obfuscates their meaning.
An example of this is the use of a lot of acronyms very early on in the paper. The
composition would be much stronger if the authors simplified the paper to remove
extensive use of acronyms.

At some point in the Introduction, the authors start to talk about ‘TS’. So, perhaps this
is a focus of their work, but it is not clear. They also randomly talk about PCA, which
may or may not be an interesting way to examine TS. But, again, it is not clear.

The paper has unconventional organization. | suggest following a more standard flow.
For example, having two results sections is confusing. These could be combined to
make it easier for the reader to follow. There is no discussion of the results, per sec.
A discussion would be nice, and perhaps this could help the authors to organize their
ideas from Introduction to Discussion and Conclusions.

| think if this paper were rewritten to have clear objectives, and cleaner /clearer flow
of ideas and expression, it would be easier to follow the reasoning in the paper from
concept to results/discussion.

My recommendation is to return this paper to the authors for major revision.
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