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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments 1) The authors of this paper used the method of 1 Wepk,lflow tl;at the gl;;[h()d}?f Ut i;belljsfd
Jiang and Islam (1999, 2001, 2003) [JI] to Sgramiiffolﬁgiizl Syr‘a’)gl ?rr(‘)grfl (03 0
estimate EF. However, they talk about the FI () in their method and used LST-NDVI
parameter as the Priestley and Taylor [PT] to parametrize ¢ and the PT equation
parameter, which is a misconception. JI method Despite they change the PT parameter.
is a simplification of the method of PT. JI used the symbol, they didn’t recall it by a new
NDVI-LST relation to set a new parameter, the FI name in any case, | agree with the per
parameter. FI varies between 0 and 1.26. The revie\;ver and all rriodifications have
value 1.26 is coincident with PT parameter . In b d dine hi -
short, the authors of this work are confusing the een done according s opinion.
parameter of ]I with PT parameter (see, for
example, 152, 176 lines, etc.). 2)

Validation:

2) The authors speak of validation when in fact they Thanks for this valuable guidance for
are contrasting results obtained with two the validation and all modifications have
metologias different to estimate ETA. You can been done according this guidance.
use the term validation when the results of a
methodology are comparated with data Correlation:
measured in the field, otherwise you should We traced the crops development from
discuss contrast or at most validation strategy. initial stage to late stage through using
Moreover, it is not possible to say that a method only available 7 imaging dates during
is good or just bad because they are obtained the season. The 7 points represent 7
good correlations with 7 control points. At least dates not 7 check points and every date
you should have 20 or 25 checkpoints in order to represent an average value of 159, 107
get reliable statistics. and 115 check point which mean that

every scatter plot contains 1113, 749
and 805 check point for wheat, potato
and sugar beet respectively.
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Minor REVISION comments

1

2)

3)

Define Eta_FMP and Eta_CWS variables. They are
displayed in Fig. 4.

In the graph of sugar beet, the axes are reversed.

It is therefore not comparable to the other
figures. Modify the graph.

Explain what kind of meteorological stations you
used for field data, ;Bowen, EdiCovariance,
another ?, ;which?.

All required modifications have been done.
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