We appreciate the suggestions for revision. Our responses to each of the peer-review

comments are listed below.

1. For the zonal flow over an isolated mountain test, the true solution will not conserve
angular momentum because of the mountain. Therefore, it is not correct to interpret
changes in angular momentum as 'errors’ or 'dissipation’. I suggest that you simply remove
that diagnostic and related discussion from section 5.3. The true solution for the Rossby-
Haurwitz wave test should conserve angular momentum, so it is reasonable to include that
diagnostic in section 5.4.

Author Reply:

We appreciate this correction. The relevant diagnostic and figure have been removed from Section

5.3 as suggested

2. The abstract (second sentence) mentions four key features, but then lists five!
Author Reply:

We agree with this suggestion and have corrected the abstract accordingly.

3. In numerous places the manuscript mentions 'geopotential height'. Apparently, sometimes
you mean geopotential \phi, sometimes you mean height h, and sometimes it is not clear
which you mean. I suggest you stick to the terms 'geopotential’ when you mean \phi and
'height’ when you mean h; 'geopotential height' is really only useful in 3D to mean \phi /
g, which can be different from geometric height, depending on approximations made. See
lines 138, 143, 161, 422, 710, 711, table 1, and captions of figures 10, 11, 13, and 15.

Author Reply:

Your point is correct. We have revised the manuscript to consistently use 'geopotential' for ¢ and

'height' for h, removing the ambiguous use of 'geopotential height' in the shallow water context.

4. Line 196: I think F_r should be F_{m_e}. Line 200: I think S_r should be S _{m_e}.

Author Reply:



Thank you for pointing this out. We have revised the text to read F = (F wvFy . F me)T and S =

(S 1,82, - ,SmC)T. Additionally, to avoid confusion with the variable r, the cyclic variable in

Eqs.(21) and (22) has been changed to

5. Online 147 r is earth's radius; on line 514 a is earth's radius and r is something else.
Author Reply:
Thank you for your suggestion. We have renamed the variable representing the influence radius to

d, in the Numerical Experiments section.

6. What resolution was used in Figure 10?
Author Reply:
This necessary description was indeed missing. The resolution for Figure 10 is: the reconstruction

scheme is TPPS5, and the model grid is C90.

7. Table 1: Which Riemann solver was used?
Author Reply:
This necessary description was indeed missing. All experiments listed in Table 1 employed the

LMARS Riemann Solver.

8. Equation (83) and line 633: The equation implies that the units of ¢ should be s"{-1}. On
line 633 it appears that c has been expressed in units of days”{-1}; however, the stated units
are days.

Author Reply:

Thank you for identifying this error. The intended meaning here is the period T = 29.52 days, not

the phase speed c. This was included to help readers understand the number of revolutions the RH

wave completes during the simulation period (e.g., over 3 revolutions in a 90-day simulation). The

text has been corrected accordingly.



