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Before submitting a revision, I would appreciate it if the lead author of the paper
would test the veracity of the links to (or other ways of accessing) the other
models included in the code accessibility table. In my experience there are often
small issues that need to be resolved to make sure the information is accurate
and that the code is really accessible to all.

As requested, we have ensured the veracity of the links to the model codes.

Paraphrased comments from anonymous 3rd reviewer. The reviewer commented
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to the effect that. . . The purpose of the paper is not clear. There is nothing of
interest or importance to the modelling community in the paper. The paper is too
long, has too many equations and all of it is already published in the literature.

We disagree strongly with the reviewer regarding the utility of the manuscript. The
manuscript itself should be viewed in the light of reviewing existing material from
the wealth of (often unavailable) non-hydrostatic modeling technical reports and peer-
reviewed publications, rather than introducing substantially new concepts. The struc-
ture of this paper provides us with a mechanism to compare the different design de-
cisions that have been made in these models, and potentially as a resource for future
students of non-hydrostatic modeling systems to learn about the types of decisions that
need to be made. In the view of the authors, the content of our manuscript is simply
not easily accessible in the existing literature.

Regarding the length of the paper, we certainly acknowledge that this material could
be the basis for a textbook on the subject, but believe that an open-access and peer-
reviewed compilation provides broader access to this content than a textbook.

The material is presented in a highly confusing manner, “for instance, Section
2 is subdivided by model (with 11 sections, 1 per model), but Section 3 only
has 8 subsections (why not 11?), and Section 4 only 2 subsections, the sec-
ond of which only has 4 subsubsection (yet, when you look at Table 4, last
column, I only see 3 different methods, so I have no idea where there are 4 sub-
subsections for 3 methods); then Section 5 is again subsectioned by model (why
this back and forth), but instead of 11 I only see 8 subsections: why are 3 models
missing?”

[editor’s note: GMD papers are allowed to be long and may contain many equa-
tions, but because of this, an easy to navigate logical and readable structure is
even more important than it is for regular science papers.]

The issues with the structure have also been highlighted by the second reviewer. In

C2



response to his specific criticisms, the revised manuscript now fills in all gaps within
sections that are structured around the different options available to each model. We
note that each section is meant to highlight one of the potential decisions that need to
be made in building a non-hydrostatic model. If the potential options for that decision
were limited, it made more sense to the authors to break up the section by the choices
available. If essentially all modeling groups pursued a different strategy, then it made
more sense to break up each section by the model. We hope the revisions have been
sufficient to address this concern.
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