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The subject of the paper is relevant for AMT and points out a very important issue.
Nevertheless, after reading it, I am not sure that the title is appropriate and I am still
wondering what should be the actual objective of the paper.

The paper is focused on a comparison between MODIS (DT and DB methods) and
MISR aerosol products. Figure 1 is very interesting but when the authors say that it
shows reasonable correlations between retrievals, I disagree. Both sensors are in fact
providing different AOD’s for several sites and it is also confirmed at global scale on
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Figure 2. I think that there are enough data to analyze/understand the differences and
propose explanations/solutions. There were previous studies (Mishchenko et al., 2010)
that presented similar trends ; Kahn et al. (2011) made several suggestions to clarify
the situation. Are they today sufficient? I know that there is a controversy between the
teams but the present work can contribute to the debate. It looks to me that the authors
cannot ignore the corresponding papers ; they should be at least quoted.

I think that a deep analysis of the algorithms is first needed. Can we expect to have a
better consistency between the data sets over AERONET sites? How can we improve
the satellite inversions ? I am not convinced we currently need additional measurement
as long as the present discrepencies are not fully explained. First of all, the two data
sets have to be made consistent ; then if differences still occur, it means that the
aerosol properties over the corresponding areas are unusual. In that case, AERONET
measurements are required for expending the aerosol data base.

The paper is well written and could be published after minor revisions (I am not going to
duplicate the very detailed comments of the two other reviewers). It contains interesting
results ; nevertheless, considering papers published previously, it does not address the
key issue. Adding AERONET sites will not reduce the discrepancies that already exist
between the two data sets. The authors have to be careful for not sending a misleading
message.
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