
Original comments; Author responses 

I have a minor comment regarding your response to Reviewer 2’s general comment 3. I agree 
with the reviewer that repeatedly using time-series plots can become redundant; however, this 
does not mean that these plots should be removed. Rather, they should be complemented with 
additional quantitative analyses. Reviewer 2’s comment is intended as constructive feedback, 
not as discouragement. While time series are indeed a useful way to compare different variables 
qualitatively, quantitative information is equally important. The manuscript should not require the 
reader to perform the analysis themselves. In this sense, Reviewer 2’s suggestion regarding 
correlation analysis is valuable, as it points toward a quantitative complement to the time-series 
figures. 
We would like to thank the editor for this clarification and have moved the figures that show 
RMSE and bias to the location of the timeseries plots along with adding relevant text connecting 
the time series to RMSE and bias.  
We have analyzed correlation as suggested by the reviewer and found that the p-values for 
these calculations are very high and should not be considered statistically significant: 

 
Common thresholds for the p-value to state the correlations are significant are from 0.01 to 
0.05. None of the correlations here meet that threshold. While we understand the interest in 
correlation, the amount of data is insufficient to allow for a reasonable representation of how the 
observations and simulations are linearly related. We hope the reorganization of figures and 
added context are sufficient to break up the time series figures, highlight the quantitative 
analysis that was performed, and overall help the flow of results. 
 
Concerning the reviewer’s remark about including a “Discussion” section, I would like to kindly 
remind you that such a section is not meant simply to reiterate or discuss the results, but rather 
to provide a critical reflection on the model, the numerical setup, its limitations, etc.... In other 
words, the Discussion section aims to look at the  “big picture.” I recognize that the term 
“Discussion” can sometimes be confusing, so I hope this clarification is helpful. 
We thank the editor for this clarification and have reorganized the paper to have an entirely 
separate discussion section following the summary that highlights the big picture as well as 
limitations and future work. 


