
AMTD

Interactive
comment

Printer-friendly version

Discussion paper

Atmos. Meas. Tech. Discuss.,
doi:10.5194/amt-2016-195-RC2, 2016
© Author(s) 2016. CC-BY 3.0 License.

Interactive comment on “Validation of INSAT-3D
sounder data with in-situ measurements and other
similar satellite observations over Indian region”
by M. Venkat Ratnam et al.

J.M. Blaisdell (Referee)

john.blaisdell@nasa.gov

Received and published: 2 September 2016

This paper provides a good summary of validation testing done of INSAT-3D sounder
products. The authors clearly describe comparisons they have made and indicate
validity of the product for weather applications. They also forthrightly discuss limitations
of the product in some spatial and vertical regions. There is one obvious error in either
the comparison product used from AIRS or in the description of it. There are also
some errors in the formatting of the references, and a few other technical corrections.
I recommend publication of this paper after these minor issues are addressed.

The abstract and introduction are well-written and comparisons with satellite data sets
and radiosondes are well described. We always want more validation, but as report of
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validation to date this paper is entirely adequate. The conclusions seem supported by
the data presented.

The one obvious error is in Figure 2(c) and 2(h). This image is described as the AIRS
Level 3 daily gridded product for May 2, 2015. This cannot be correct as the AIRS
daily gridded product will have orbit gaps at this latitude. (On this date, the orbit gap
crosses Sri Lanka and central India.) Perhaps this is an 8-day or monthly gridded
product instead, or has somehow been filled? If it is not the daily product, that would
explain why it differs most from the other products shown. The authors should either
replace this image with the correct daily gridded product or explain what product they
actually used. This will not affect the substance of the paper.

The authors could strengthen their argument for INSAT-3D in the introduction by point-
ing out incomplete coverage of AIRS and MLS because of orbit gaps in tropical regions
where geostationary sounder has complete coverage.

Two questions come to mind for further research, which the authors do NOT need to
address in this paper:

1) If temperature bias correction is made as suggested, how much improvement is
made in relative humidity?

2) AIRS and MLS data could be better used by using actual time of level 2 observation
to compare with INSAT sounding closest in time, since INSAT is available every hour
and AIRS and MLS vary by up to 2 hours in local observation time because of looking
to side.

Technical corrections to figures:

Figure 5 label (a) and (b)

Figure 6 is labeled (a b c c) should be (a b c d)

Technical corrections to references:
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Aumann has names incorrect

Mitra has names in wrong format

TIAN is incomplete and in the middle of Susskind

Spelling corrections in text:

line 18, tropics not topics; line 282, quantify not quantity; line 294, overcast not over;
line 299, provide not provided
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