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This article is very relevant because of regions analyzed, some of the most affected
by climate change, and because of use of unusual techniques to downscaling climate
models. However, the methodology needs to be explored further. It was not clear how
the data were used in the statistical techniques, mainly in the ANNs, and how these
techniques were applied to downscaling. Exactly because they were unusual tech-
niques, they should be better explained in the methodology. The authors also did not
write in the methodology the significance techniques used in the article nor the rea-
sons for choosing these techniques. Also lacked a broader discussion of advantages
of these two methods of statistical downscaling with respect to more traditional down-
scaling methods (e.g. use of regional climate models). The results found at this article

C450

http://www.nonlin-processes-geophys-discuss.net
http://www.nonlin-processes-geophys-discuss.net/2/C450/2015/npgd-2-C450-2015-print.pdf
http://www.nonlin-processes-geophys-discuss.net/2/1317/2015/npgd-2-1317-2015-discussion.html
http://www.nonlin-processes-geophys-discuss.net/2/1317/2015/npgd-2-1317-2015.pdf
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/


NPGD
2, C450–C451, 2015

Interactive
Comment

Full Screen / Esc

Printer-friendly Version

Interactive Discussion

Discussion Paper

were little explored. Basically, all discussion is found in Table 5. I think if the goal is
to compare these two techniques, this comparison should be more comprehensive.
In Table 2, there is an error on values for summer/AMZ. The cumulative proportions
values do not match with proportions of variance values. The resolution of the figures
also seems low in pdf, check this out. The authors should also do a check at acronyms.
There are acronyms not previously mentioned (e.g. PCA, page 1323) and acronyms
cited in conjunction with its terms at more than one occasion. To conclude, I believe
this article is relevant to the publication, but it must still be greatly modified before it is
ready to do so.
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