
reviewer
Highlight
meaning of induces? "creates"??

reviewer
Highlight
What do you mean with "internally coherent"

reviewer
Highlight
do you want to make it look like MIKE-SHE? If yes, motivate; if no, keep this in mind

reviewer
Highlight
"signatures" has a specific meaning in hydrology, which may be different from your intentions



reviewer
Highlight
hydrological model structure

reviewer
Highlight
consider changing with "selection" since more common in hydrology. Here and afterwards



reviewer
Highlight
elaborate more. also on the role of conceptual models.

In theory if a physics-based model has only pars that can be related to physical measurable properties then you have a different data requirement compared to conceptual models that calibrate their parameters based on model outputs.

reviewer
Highlight
has (?)

reviewer
Highlight
vs. (lower case and with the dot at the end) (here and elsewhere)

reviewer
Sticky Note
this definition applies both to physical based (in the sense of models that are intended to represent the phenomena happening in the catchment) and conceptual models (reservoir models).

Clarify better what you mean.



reviewer
Highlight
bring references to this statement

reviewer
Highlight
paper 2020 wrr on applying the models on the CAMELS

reviewer
Sticky Note
I would consider introducing conceptual models in the previous paragraph, in contrast with physically based and data driven. Here you can narrow the focus on conceptual and bring the differentiation between fixed and flexible



reviewer
Highlight
motivate more on this. usually the best model solution is selected testing different options which, while being subjective, are designed to cover a wide range of possibilities, in order to exclude subjectivity from the process.



reviewer
Highlight
maybe a ref on this

reviewer
Highlight
would (?)



reviewer
Highlight
kratzert 2017 hess and subsequent papers 

reviewer
Highlight
keep consistency. it was physics based before

reviewer
Highlight
depends how you define effort.

human effort -> yes
computational effort -> no (probably)

reviewer
Highlight
maybe better domain knowledge, although data science without domain knowledge is the perfect recipe for a disaster



reviewer
Inserted Text
,

reviewer
Highlight
that

reviewer
Highlight
Overall, I don't like the structure. I would write sth like:
- AAN is a subset of ML
- describe briefly AAN and their applications in hydrology
- move to RNN and LSTM, explaining why they are useful to model RR



reviewer
Highlight
provide some references for the points you are addressing here

reviewer
Sticky Note
you are missing all the kratzert-nearing part

reviewer
Highlight
I have little knowledge...I cannot really evaluate this section



reviewer
Sticky Note
It is not clear what differentiates GP from ANN. To my understanding, it looks like ANN have predefined functions and you tune the parameters in training while GP writes the functions...



reviewer
Highlight
explain this in simple words. The audience may not know GP

reviewer
Sticky Note
I would make a separate section out of this



reviewer
Inserted Text
in

reviewer
Highlight
I would extend this section a lot, maybe including elements of the previous sections. Really difficult to read for somebody that does not know GP. Try to explain with less technical jargon.

Plus you are explaining the model like "it is ML-RR-MI + sth" which requires to read about ML-RR-MI



reviewer
Sticky Note
did you make a package? Public?

reviewer
Sticky Note
overall, the procedure is not very clear to me. Maybe it requires large knowledge of GP or the other framework but I don't think you should rely on it.







reviewer
Sticky Note
this should go into a methods section





reviewer
Highlight
shouldn't this go into methods?

reviewer
Highlight
is this a continuation of the previous list?







reviewer
Highlight
if sect 5 is on the case study, shouldn't this be a subsection of 5?

reviewer
Highlight
use of the word "induce" unclear







reviewer
Sticky Note
This look like a discussion of the model results, which is nice to have.

I would make it more systematic comparing what the model says to your hydrological knowledge (e.g. the model suggests this structure for this HRU and we believe is correct because **)

Try to give it a structure..not a single paragraph...

reviewer
Highlight
it's a lot..I'm surprised it does not overfit





reviewer
Sticky Note
not clear if the division in hill/floodplain/plateau is done by the model or predefined by the user



reviewer
Sticky Note
as before, make more systematic



reviewer
Sticky Note
this looks like conclusions of the case study. Re-consider the division in sections

reviewer
Sticky Note
since there are similarities (and probably differences) between FUSE-TOPO-M1 and SUPERFLEX-TOPO-M2 it would be nice to have a paragraph analyzing this. Having a consistent, but slightly different, model structure selection between the two configurations would be a strong point in favor of MIKA-SHA











reviewer
Highlight
what about the code of the model?






















