
Authors Response

Review: Review Report

This manuscript presents a significant methodological advancement for multistatic meteor radar wind retrievals by formulating

the Volume Velocity Processing (VVP) in a rigorous spherical coordinate system (SVVP). The authors demonstrate the impact

of this new implementation using four years of observations from the Nordic Meteor Radar Cluster and provide a thorough in-

tercomparison with both the traditional plane-geometry VVP and the more sophisticated 3DVAR+DIV tomographic retrieval.5

The topic is timely, the analysis is comprehensive, and the results convincingly show that accounting for Earth’s curvature

is essential—particularly for vertical wind estimates and higher-order kinematic quantities. The manuscript is generally well

structured, and the figures effectively support the narrative.

Nevertheless, several aspects require improvement before the paper can be recommended for publication in Atmospheric Mea-

surement Techniques. These concern the presentation and discussion of the validation/uncertainty aspects, the quality of the10

language, and the completeness of the figure captions and citations. Below, I list specific comments and suggestions, separated

into major and minor issues.

General Reply: We thank the reviewer for the thorough assessment of the submitted manuscript and appreciate the constructive

feedback. In response, we have revised and clarified several aspects, including the discussion, language quality, figure captions,

and citations. In particular, we have addressed most of the specific concerns in a companion paper and have further expanded15

the section on the derivation of Volume Velocity Processing on a Sphere, now including details on vertical wind bias correction.

For the analysis of radius performance, we have added Figure 14, which shows optimal coverage for the selected reference

point. Detailed responses to each comment are provided in the attached PDF. The revised manuscript will be prepared with

Latexdiff tracked changes.

20

1. Expanded the method section to address bias correction

2. Added an Appendix on Wind Seasonal Climatology

3. Moved Figures 5 and 8 to the new appendix

4. Added Figure 14 to illustrate the influence of the circle radius
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Comments:25

Review: Major Comments

Reviewer Comment: Treatment of vertical wind bias and uncertainty. The manuscript mentions that a bias correction of

1-4 cms−1 is subtracted from the vertical winds (lines 225–227, 417–423) based on the assumption that the long-term mean

vertical wind should be zero.30

This correction is critical because the absolute values of the vertical wind are central to the conclusions. The authors should

provide more details: how exactly is the bias estimated? Is it a single constant per station, per altitude, or per domain size?

The statistical significance of the debiased vertical wind patterns (e.g., upwelling of 10 cms−1 in summer) should be

evaluated, perhaps with confidence intervals or by showing that the bias-subtracted values indeed vary seasonally and not

merely as residual noise.35

Moreover, the 3DVAR+DIV vertical winds are an order of magnitude larger (lines 328–330). The authors attribute this to

lower meteor counts per grid cell and the Tikhonov regularization. A more quantitative explanation (e.g., typical measurement

response, averaging kernels) would strengthen the discussion.

Response: The bias is estimated from the calculated climatology and the five-year-long time series consisting of all mea-

surements. The climatological bias is almost identical to the resolved long-term record. The bias is estimated for each altitude40

separately. The most precise measurement of the vertical motion is provided by the meteor ablation altitude, which has been de-

termined for almost 2 decades and shows a long-term trend and solar cycle effects Stober et al. (2014); Dawkins et al. (2023).

Transferring these long-term trends into a vertical velocity corresponds to 2.7 ·10−6m/s, which is essentially negligible. There-

fore, the Doppler and divergence-derived vertical winds should result in a seasonal mean vertical velocity that is zero for all

altitudes. Considering that 1 mm/s vertical velocity would result in an upwelling of 31.536 km. This is not observed from trace45

gases or other indirect measurements on seasonal time scales (Yue and Wang, 2025). A more detailed discussion is provided in

a companion paper. Figure 1 shows a comparison of the derived bias correction and the corresponding measurement statistics.

We also performed a comparison to existing meteorological analysis and the free-running SE-WACCM-X model computing.

The grey shaded areas indicate the 1-σ interval of our statistical uncertainties, which also includes geophysical variability.50

Figure 4 shows the resulting vertical winds integrated as a seasonal mean profile average between 84-94 km. The model data

was prepared with a similar data pipeline. The observations are convolved with the model grid and averaged.

The 3DVAR+DIV winds are much more sensitive to projection errors, causing a substantial increase in the vertical winds.

Typically, only 1-3 meteors enter the solution of a grid cell, which appears to be sufficient for horizontal winds, but results in

large uncertainties for the vertical winds. Typical uncertainties are in the order of 1-3 m/s, and thus, the seasonal pattern can55

not be reproduced and is dominated by individual measurements and the much larger uncertainties. The comparison here is
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Figure 1. Vertical wind seasonal bias for 15 and 30 minute temporal resolution is shown in panels a) and b), respectively. A normalized

altitude distribution is visualized in panel c) as a proxy for the measurement statistics.

Figure 2. Vertical winds (top row) and heating/cooling rate(bottom row) for Nordic Meteor Radar Cluster with a 250 km diameter domain

(left column), the free-running SE-WACCM-X (middle column), and the JAWARA reanalysis (right column).

only included to demonstrate that for the seasonal vertical winds, the 3DVAR+DIV algorithm needs to be further improved.

The measurement response shown in Figure 15 underscores our conclusion that a 200-250 km radius is the optimal sampling

volume. The averaging kernels are not stored due to the enormous size of these data.
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Reviewer Comment: Intercomparison with 3DVAR+DIV and sensitivity to Tikhonov parameter. Section 4.3 presents a60

single snapshot (1 January 2021) to illustrate the effect of the regularization parameter.

The representativeness of this single case should be commented on. Are the differences shown robust across many days/sea-

sons?

The text states that “the 3DVAR+DIV performs best with regularization strengths between α= 0.4 5. How was this range

determined? A brief description of the metric used (e.g., cross-validation, spectral analysis) would be helpful.65

The comparison between VVP and 3DVAR+DIV vertical winds (Fig. 14) shows a regression slope of only 0.105 (spherical)

and 0.019 (plane). The discussion merely notes that this “validates and [is] consistent with the climatology results”. Given

the huge difference in magnitude, a deeper analysis of why the two methods disagree so strongly is warranted. The role of

the divergence-derived vertical wind in 3DVAR+DIV versus the Doppler-derived vertical wind in SVVP should be explicitly

addressed.70

Response: The Tikhonov parameter was optimized using several criteria: the mean wind should not have a bias compared

to the monotonic mean wind analysis, the spectral analysis shows planetary waves, tides, and gravity waves (coherent wave

structure) (Qiao et al., 2025) and a spectral slope of -5/3 (horizontal wavelength spectra). Furthermore, we used the Hunga

Tonga eruption to test whether the gravity wave was captured (Stober et al., 2023, 2024). We expand this discussion in the

revision to clarify our choice, but also to make clear that the numbers are based on rather soft criteria. However, the shown75

examples (we added one more) are representative of typical wave fields at 90 km altitude.

The difference in the magnitude of the vertical winds obtained from the 3DVAR+DIV and the SVVP has several reasons.

The 3DVAR+DIV implicitly enforces the continuity equation, which depends on the integration boundary. During the retrieval,

we enforce a zero vertical mean when integrated above the entire meteor layer for each grid cell. This introduces rather large

uncertainties for the climatological mean values, which cannot be reproduced with this approach. Furthermore, the assumption80

of an incompressible flow does not hold for the small scales. Mach numbers above M>0.5 are frequently observed (see Qiao

et al. (2025).

Reviewer Comment: Temporal and spatial resolution sensitivity. The analysis of temporal resolution (15, 30, 60min) and

domain radius (200–400km) is well motivated.

In Fig.9, the vertical wind regression slopes deviate markedly from unity (1.965 for 15 vs 30min, 0.530 for 60 vs 30min).85

The authors suggest this reflects the gravity-wave spectrum, but they do not investigate whether this scaling is linear or

whether a “true” reference exists. A more systematic treatment—e.g., power spectral density comparisons or an estimate

of the gravity-wave contribution—would elevate the discussion.

The optimal radius (200–250km) is justified by the 3DVAR+DIV measurement response (Fig.15). However, the measure-

ment response shown is for the 3DVAR+DIV retrieval, not for SVVP. It would be more direct to show, for the SVVP, how the90

number of meteors and the condition number of the least-squares matrix vary with radius. The current argument is indirect and

should be clarified.
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Response: We will add more information on the scaling behaviour. So far, it shows a linear scaling dependency. An absolute

’true’ reference is not available. A detailed analysis of the Stokes drift can only be obtained from the 3DVAR+DIV by analyzing

spatial gravity wave spectra. Averaging 60-minutes leads to a smearing of fast (ducted) gravity waves, which induces larger95

deviations. The 15-minute retrieval suffers from data sparsity and likely does not capture all the small-scale features with their

maximal amplitude. The 30-minute appears to be somewhere in between. Figure 3 shows the frequency spectra for all three

temporal resolutions. From Lidar observations, it is known that the smallest scales are related to the largest vertical velocities

(Chu, Xinzhao et al., 2026).

Figure 3. Atmospheric Wave spectra for the horizontal wind components for 15, 30, and 60 minutes.

Review: Minor Comments100

Reviewer Comment: Figures 4 and 5 (monthly and seasonal composites) are redundant; consider merging them or moving

one to supplementary material.

Response: We move long-term composites to the Appendix material.

Reviewer Comment: In Fig.6 (correlation plots), the robust regression method should be named (e.g., Theil-Sen, iteratively105

reweighted least squares).

Response: We used iteratively reweighted least squares (IRLS) with a bisquare (Tukey) weight function. The figure caption

has been updated accordingly.

Reviewer Comment: The comparison of information content / Shannon entropy is only briefly mentioned and not shown.110

Either remove this remark or add a figure/table that supports it.

Response: We use the measurement response in Figure 14 to justify the circle of influence. We will link this paragraph to

this Figure to support its relevance.
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Reviewer Comment: The paragraph about the influence of the circle of influence on vertical wind is very insightful. It115

would be even stronger if the authors could show a simple plot of the retrieved vertical wind (or its bias) as a function of radius

for a fixed time/altitude.

Response: We already added Figure 1 in a previous reply. A detailed discussion is available in a companion paper. We

revised and expanded the information in the revised version.

120

Reviewer Comment: The conclusion that SVVP is “more physically consistent” is well supported, but the limitations of

the method (e.g., inability to capture non-linear gradients, reliance on a single reference point) should be acknowledged more

explicitly.

Response: We will point out the limitations of the method concerning the underlying assumptions.
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Review: Review Report125

This manuscript presents an innovative extension of the traditional VVP technique by explicitly accounting for spherical ge-

ometry and Earth curvature effects. This is an important and often overlooked issue in large-scale radar wind retrievals. The

mathematical derivation is rigorous, and the analysis is comprehensive. The study represents a valuable methodological con-

tribution to MLT wind retrievals.

However, I have several concerns that should be addressed before publication.130

General Reply: We thank the reviewer for the thorough assessment of our manuscript and appreciate the constructive feedback.

In response, we have revised and clarified all concerns. We have submitted a companion paper that addresses the validation of

the novel method, SVVP, and de-biasing methods. However, we note that the sensitivity experiment is computationally intensive

and may not yield robust results. The Tromsø and Alta stations provide the most recorded data, and removing them would com-

promise the reliability of the estimation. We have included Figure 14 to illustrate optimal coverage for the selected reference135

point. Detailed responses to each comment are provided in the attached PDF. The revised manuscript will be prepared with

Latexdiff tracked changes.

1. Expanded the method section to address bias correction

2. Added an Appendix on wind time series140

3. Moved Figures 5 and 8 to the new appendix

4. Added Figure 14 to illustrate the influence of the circle radius

5. Added tables 2 and 3 to summarize correlation results

Comments:

Review: Major Comments145

Reviewer Comment: The primary conclusion of the manuscript is that SVVP provides more physically realistic vertical

winds than the conventional VVP approach. However, the current analysis only demonstrates differences between retrieval

methods and does not establish which solution is closer to the true atmospheric state. Therefore, the current results demon-

strate that SVVP produces different retrievals from VVP, but do not yet conclusively demonstrate that SVVP is more accurate.150

If possible, comparisons with independent observations (e.g., nearby Na lidar) would substantially strengthen the manuscript.
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At a minimum, the authors should discuss the current limitations and opportunities for validating MLT vertical wind retrievals.

Response: We submitted a companion paper addressing the above-mentioned concerns. Figure 4 presents a comparison be-

tween our retrievals and the Japanese Meteorological reanalysis (JAWARA) and a free run of SE-WACCM-X. In the revision, we

will include a table showing the sensitivity of the vertical winds on the heating/cooling rates to clarify which numbers are more155

physically realistic. There are already two publications with a comparison of the VVP method and lidar wind measurements

Figure 4. Vertical winds (top row) and heating/cooling rate(bottom row) for Nordic Meteor Radar Cluster with a 250 km diameter domain

(left column), the free-running SE-WACCM-X (middle column), and the JAWARA reanalysis (right column).

(Qiao et al., 2025; Ban et al., 2026).

Reviewer Comment: I strongly encourage the authors to perform a leave-one-radar-out sensitivity experiment by excluding

each radar in turn and repeating the retrieval. Such an analysis would provide a quantitative assessment of the robustness of the

derived vertical winds and help determine whether the results are strongly dependent on the network geometry.160

Response: Such an experiment would require substantial additional CPU time on our HPC Ubelix. The best and most

robust results are obtained using all 4 systems. As soon as Tromso or Alta are removed, the number of meteor detections drops

significantly, and a robust estimate is no longer feasible. Sodankyla or Kiruna MRs are less critical, and the loss of one system

is still visible, but will not lead to a major degradation of the results. On the other hand, Alta and Tromso show the largest

phase disagreement and, thus, the largest position errors for the localization of individual meteors. However, this position165
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uncertainty is still a factor of 2 lower than assumed in the non-linear error propagation. We added some sentences discussing

this point.

Reviewer Comment: The vertical wind bias correction plays a central role in the final results. However, the manuscript

does not sufficiently discuss the assumptions behind this procedure. It is unclear whether the correction is derived from the

entire multi-year dataset or shorter temporal intervals. Different choices may influence the resulting climatology and long-170

term variability, and it remains unclear to what extent the apparent improvement in vertical winds originates from the SVVP

formulation itself versus the adopted bias-correction procedure. A sensitivity analysis of the retrieved vertical winds to the

adopted bias-correction strategy would strengthen confidence in the conclusions.

Response: This issue is discussed in a companion paper. The bias correction is performed using the entire data set. As the

reviewer noted, shorter periods would affect the results. We will expand this section to clarify our procedure. The underlying175

reason for the de-biasing goes back to the textbook of Rodgers (2000). The most precise and accurate information on the

long-term vertical wind is obtained by tracking the mean altitude of the detected meteors over decades (Stober et al., 2014;

Dawkins et al., 2023, 2024). We found a long-term change of a maximum of 850 m over one decade. This translates into

a vertical velocity of 2.6 · 10−6m/s, which is essentially zero for one year. Thus, the mean Doppler and divergence-derived

vertical wind should reflect this value at all altitudes of the meteor layer. We added a paragraph discussing this aspect in the180

revised manuscript.

Reviewer Comment: As a broader perspective, the authors may consider discussing whether the method could be adapted

to weather radar networks and tropospheric wind retrievals, where more independent observations are available for validation.

Response: The SVVP and 3DVAR+DIV algorithms are applicable to all multistatic network data that provides range, time,

angle of arrival, and line-of-sight velocity. Weather radar networks often perform VAD scans with overlapping volumes, which185

is suitable for applying both algorithms. However, very often the Doppler velocity is aliased due to the fast scanning mode.

Meteorological wind lidar networks for the boundary layer could also be analyzed, although the full earth geometry might be

less relevant at such low altitudes close to the surface.

Reviewer Comment: The manuscript concludes that radii between 200 and 250 km provide the best performance. Is there

a quantitative criterion that favors one radius over the other, or are both considered equivalent within uncertainty?190

Response: This conclusion is based on Figure 2 and Figure 14. We calculated heat maps, meteor detection density plots,

and individual meteor detection plots. Both radii show the best coverage for the selected reference point. Larger radii often

are biased due to asymmetric sampling (almost monostatic geometry or only certain sectors are covered). Smaller radii would

result in much lower detection rates and, thus, the data sparsity would cause other issues. However, both radii result in

equivalent results within the error budget.195
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Review: Minor Comments

Reviewer Comment: Figures 7–10 contain a substantial amount of overlapping information. The authors may consider com-

bining these figures into one or two multi-panel figures to facilitate direct comparison between VVP, SVVP, and 3DVAR+DIV.

In addition, some of the quantitative comparisons could be more effectively summarized in tables.

Response: We will revise the Figure content and move some of the panels to the appendix to avoid redundant information.200

We also summarize the correlation results for mean winds and some of the higher-order parameters in a Table.

Reviewer Comment: The manuscript would benefit from a summary table quantifying the differences among VVP, SVVP,

and 3DVAR+DIV retrievals (e.g., bias, RMSD, correlation coefficients), rather than relying primarily on visual inspection of

multiple figures.205

Response: We will add a table summarizing correlation results.

Reviewer Comment: The statement that the SVVP method produces “more realistic” vertical winds may be somewhat

strong given the lack of independent validation. Consider using more cautious wording such as “more physically consistent”

or “more self-consistent”.210

Response: Agreed. This will be changed.

10



Review: Review Report

This manuscript presents a spherical formulation of the Volume Velocity Processing (VVP) technique and applies it to four

years of observations from the Nordic Meteor Radar Cluster. The topic is relevant, and the mathematical formulation is care-215

fully developed. However, the manuscript does not provide sufficient evidence to support its central claim that the spherical

formulation produces more accurate or physically realistic wind retrievals, particularly for the vertical wind component. The

analysis demonstrates differences between retrieval methods, but does not establish improved retrieval accuracy.

Demonstrating differences between retrieval methods is not equivalent to demonstrating improved accuracy. Consequently,

several fundamental issues are insufficiently addressed and require substantial additional work before the scientific conclu-220

sions can be considered adequately supported.

General Reply: We thank the reviewer for the assessment of the publication and his comments. The manuscript includes

a supplement with 49 Figures to outline the sensitivity of the retrieval to different radii and temporal resolutions. We added

the leave-one-station-out experiment with a reduced analysis to the reply. To avoid redundancy in the supplement, we will not

show the data in the manuscript, but add it as Figure 51 to the supplement. The main narrative of the paper is the differences225

between planar geometry and the spherical implementation of the higher-order kinematic terms. As the data curation and all

retrieval steps are identical between both implementations and only the fitting function was adapted, our results sufficiently

demonstrate the impact of the geometry on the quantities. Furthermore, we included full non-linear error propagation and also

performed various analysis experiments with synthetic data (Stober et al., 2021a, 2022). Our conclusion related to the vertical

wind is based on the results from SABER trace gas observations presented in Yue and Wang (2025). We will weaken otherwise230

the conclusions to avoid overly strict claims on the reliability. However, the basic question related to spherical or WGS84

approximation was already discussed in Stober et al. (2021b, 2018) and is widely accepted. Here, it is just implemented for

volume quantities. The manuscript is revised according to all reviewers’ suggestions. Please find point-by-point replies to the

raised concerns in the attached PDF. The revised manuscript is prepared with latexdiff.

Comments:235

Review: Major Comments

Reviewer Comment: 1. Lack of rigorous validation

The primary weakness of the manuscript is the absence of a validation framework capable of assessing retrieval accuracy. The

manuscript repeatedly concludes that the spherical formulation yields more realistic vertical winds and reduces biases present240

in conventional VVP. However, these conclusions are based on comparisons between retrieval methods rather than comparisons

against a known reference. Agreement or disagreement with VVP or 3DVAR+DIV does not establish which solution is closer

to the true atmospheric state.
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Response: The main narrative of the publication is to highlight the importance of spherical geometry compared to planar

geometry for the volume quantities of horizontal divergence, relative vorticity, stretching, and shearing deformation. Consid-245

ering that Earth is often represented as a sphere in GCMs, it is natural that this should be considered in observations and

inferred quantities. We present a detailed comparison of the horizontal winds, which agree with previous studies and reflect

the currently accepted climatological behaviour. Our conclusion is based on the more realistic physical representation of the

geometry compared to the previous version. In particular, the horizontal divergence results in a much more realistic seasonal

pattern. We clarified in the revision to point out that VVP and SVVP are calculated on identical data curation pipelines, which250

also means that synthetic data will not change the results regarding these differences. Concerning the vertical winds, we ex-

plicitly state in the revision that the SVVP vertical wind velocities show a better agreement with trace gas measurements from

SABER (Yue and Wang, 2025) to underline the improvement.

Reviewer Comment: If independent observations are unavailable (e.g., rockets, MST radars, and/or from satellites), the au-255

thors should perform validation using realistic synthetic atmospheric fields generated from direct numerical simulations or

global circulation models. Such approaches are standard in the atmospheric remote sensing community and allow retrieval bi-

ases, uncertainties, and resolution limits to be quantified under controlled conditions. Examples include the Observing System

Simulation Experiments (OSSE) framework described by Cucurull et al. (2024), which provides a systematic methodology for

retrieval validation, and its application to MLT wind retrievals by Urco et al. (2024).260

Response: Zonal and meridional winds have been evaluated within the OSSE framework very recently (Hsu et al., 2026).

MR winds are indeed improving the model skill when assimilated. The higher-order kinematic terms derived in this study are

more of a diagnostic quantity and hold only as long as the linear approximation is valid (this is explicitly stated in the revision).

Urco et al. (2024) present an Informed Machine learning approach. The resulting cost function is very similar to the 3DVAR+DIV

with the generalized Tikhonov regularization. Just the way the regularization terms are derived differs. However, the paper also265

outlines the limitations when synthetic data is used for the performance evaluation of retrievals. The manuscript presents a

single case study of 24 hours, and equations (16) to (21) refer to Cartesian coordinates; it remains unclear in which geometry

the cost function is actually implemented and whether spherical geometry was used for the volume quantities used in the neu-

ronal network.

Figure 14/15 (Hunga-Tonga case) shows entirely different structures compared to the DNS simulations and the synthetic meteor270

radar data. It’s also unexpected that the vertical wavelength is rather short in the vertical cross-section (other observations

indicated a very long vertical wavelength of the HTHH GW), but very consistent in the latitudinal section. There is also a

clear offset in the daily mean vertical winds of 1-2 m/s, which translates to a mean upwelling of 129.6 km in 24 hours. This

outlines that synthetic data mainly helps to verify the mathematical implementation of an algorithm, but still generates open

questions when applied to real data. Furthermore, there are low-latitude observations in which the HTHH wave was clearly in275

the transonic flow regime, and compressibility effects played a major role (Qiao et al., 2025). It appears to be an unexpected

choice to select such a case as a reference to test an incompressible model.

Otherwise, the method is rather similar to the 3DVAR+DIV approach (non-stationary compressible solution). On the other
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hand, the incompressible Boussinesq approximation has additional assumptions that are not constrained by the data. A rigor-

ous validation would imply that all variables are cross-compared. However, the paper confirms previous results related to the280

3DVAR, 3DVAR+DIV, and SVVP.

Reviewer Comment: Such experiments would allow the authors to quantify retrieval bias, random error, uncertainty propaga-

tion, and the effective spatial and temporal resolution of the proposed method.

Response: Such experiments have been conducted before (Stober et al., 2021a) to validate the Reynolds-stresses. This was285

further verified in Lieberman et al. (2025) for a Quasi-two-day wave study. Later, we used synthetic data to derive Tikhonov

regularizations (similar to Urco et al. (2024), but with a different approach) to get more realistic wind fields, including vertical

winds. We also compared the vertical winds for seasonal data between the retrieval and ICON-UA (Stober et al., 2022). This

regularization also includes corrections for the scattering geometry, which are not mentioned or included in other simulation

studies. However, this results in a major issue when applying the retrieval to synthetic data. Equation (1) in Urco et al., 2024290

assumes isotropic point scattering, as the Bragg vector k denotes the movement of the scattering center (specular point), which

is not identical to the line-of-sight velocity for (transverse scatter meteor radars). In the past, this was addressed by implicitly

neglecting the vertical velocity in the cost function, corresponding to a Tikhonov regularization with ||∞|| for the vertical

component. Such a difference leads to very good agreement when synthetic data is used, but causes deviations when applied

to real observations. We decided to investigate the geometric effect by using real data and only replacing the fitting function.295

The key Figures of the paper would remain unaffected by using synthetic data, but one could introduce arbitrary climatologies.

Simulating compressibility effects and dissipation is beyond current availability. We have a simulation of the scattering effect

(digital twin), but it requires more work to be applicable for such studies.

Reviewer Comment: More fundamentally, the manuscript does not define an objective performance metric by which the

proposed method can be judged superior to conventional VVP. Without a quantitative success criterion, the interpretation of300

“improvement” remains subjective.

Validation deferred to a companion paper or future publication cannot be used to support conclusions made in the present

manuscript. The proposed method requires validation within the manuscript itself.

Response: This study is designed to demonstrate the impact of the geometric implementation between the two Volume

Velocity Processing algorithms. The focus of the VVP vs. SVVP comparison is designed to only outline the impact of the305

geometry. All other aspects of both algorithms are identical. We also show examples of residuals in the revised manuscript. The

vertical winds are qualitative compared to the SABER CO2 trace gas measurements published in Yue and Wang (2025). We

did not claim a superiority of one algorithm over another. We conclude that there are differences, and qualitative comparisons

indicate better agreement for the SVVP relative to the VVP implementation.

Reviewer Comment: 2. Failure to demonstrate that spherical geometry is a dominant source of error310

The central premise of the manuscript is that Earth curvature introduces significant biases in VVP retrievals and that these biases
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are mitigated by the spherical formulation. However, the manuscript does not quantify the relative importance of geometric

effects compared to other error sources.

Potential contributors include measurement uncertainty, meteor sampling variability, network geometry, temporal averaging,

regularization choices, vertical-wind bias correction, and inversion assumptions. The current analysis, therefore, demonstrates315

that SVVP produces different retrievals than conventional VVP, but does not demonstrate that these differences arise primarily

from the spherical representation.

The manuscript currently assumes that curvature effects are responsible for the observed differences, but this assumption is

never tested quantitatively.

A quantitative error budget is needed to establish whether curvature effects are indeed a dominant source of retrieval error.320

Without such analysis, the attribution of the observed differences to spherical geometry remains largely qualitative.

Response: We disagree with the reviewer. The comparison between both geometries is designed only to be affected by the

spherical geometry for the volume quantities (horizontal divergence, relative vorticity, stretching, and shearing deformation).

Both analyses leverage identical data curation pipelines, which include all filters, geometric WGS84 corrections for each

meteor, the non-linear error propagation, the number of iterations, and all other aspects, such as the SVD solver or circle of325

influence. Only the fitting function is changed between the two versions. We are not aware that we can more clearly demonstrate

the effect of the geometry on the volume quantities. The geometric comparison will not be different when applied to synthetic

data. The main reason for considering SVVP to be more reliable is the vertical profiles of the horizontal divergence. The VVP

results in an all-year convergence above 95 km. This appears to be unlikely.

Reviewer Comment: 3. Insufficient sensitivity and robustness analysis330

The robustness of the proposed retrieval method is insufficiently characterized. Several sensitivity analyses are required. In

particular, a leave-one-radar-out experiment would provide valuable information regarding the dependence of the retrieved

winds on network geometry and station availability. The argument that removing major stations degrades the retrieval is not

a justification for omitting the experiment. On the contrary, quantifying the degradation is precisely the purpose of such a

sensitivity study.335

Similarly, robustness could be assessed through leave-random-measurements-out experiments, where a fraction of the meteor

detections (e.g., 10–50%) is removed and the retrieval repeated. Such analyses would help quantify the stability of the inferred

winds and their sensitivity to sampling density.

Response: The supplementary material includes 49 Figures, presenting all correlations for all time resolutions and radii

of influence. These Figures present a very detailed sensitivity study for all retrievals used in the manuscript. Furthermore,340

Figure 3 in the paper shows the diurnal cycle, which is identical to the leave out 50% of the data from the retrieval as part

of the diurnal cycle. We show the different resolutions to exactly address this issue. The 15-minute temporal resolution uses

only 25% of the data compared to the 60-minute retrieval. However, for the sake of completeness, we have performed a leave-

one-station-out experiment for the VVP and SVVP. The comparison is found below in the Figure 6 and as Figure S51 in the
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supplementary material.345

Reviewer Comment: The vertical-wind bias correction also plays a central role in the manuscript’s conclusions. However,

no systematic sensitivity analysis is presented to determine how strongly the results depend on the adopted bias-correction

strategy. It remains unclear how much of the apparent improvement originates from the SVVP formulation itself and how

much originates from the subsequent correction procedure.350

Furthermore, the need for an externally imposed bias correction raises additional questions regarding the robustness of the

vertical wind retrieval itself. If the proposed formulation substantially reduces geometric biases, the manuscript should clarify

why a subsequent empirical correction remains necessary and quantify its impact on the reported results.

Response: The most accurate and precise measurement of the vertical wind with meteor radars is obtained by tracking the

peak altitude of the meteor detections. This peak altitude follows a constant density surface, and the width of the meteor layer355

indicates the stratification. Previous studies have monitored the long-term changes of the meteor layer (Stober et al., 2014;

Dawkins et al., 2023, 2024). Based on these studies, the maximum change in altitude of the meteor layer was 850 m per decade.

This translates into a vertical wind of approx. 2.6·1′−6m/s, which is essentially negligible. A perfect system should observe this

mean velocity in the Doppler or divergence-derived vertical velocity. Thus, we calculated over 5 years a mean bias value for

each altitude, which is subsequently subtracted from the data. The nature of the bias is likely related to tiny pointing offsets of360

the system. These radars were installed almost two decades ago, and at this time, no one ever thought about absolute pointing

accuracy. Such bias corrections are common in remote sensing and often are instrument-related. We expanded this section

and added these details to the revised manuscript. We also compared the bias correction for the climatology and obtained the

same numbers as for the 5-year data. The magnitude of the vertical winds as well as the seasonal behaviour is discussed in the

context of trace gas measurements presented in Yue and Wang (2025).365
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Figure 5. Monthly mean vertical wind components retrieved using the Volume Velocity Processing (VVP), showing the spherical geometry,

plane geometry, and their corresponding differences for the experiment with all stations (bottom row) and without the KIR station (top row).

Reviewer Comment: 4. Lack of uncertainty characterization and scale-dependent analysis

The manuscript does not adequately characterize retrieval uncertainty, effective resolution, or recoverable scales.

Many conclusions are based on differences in vertical wind magnitude, smoothness, divergence, and temporal variability.

However, the manuscript does not establish which spatial and temporal scales can be reliably reconstructed by either method.

Consequently, it is difficult to determine whether the reported differences reflect improved physical reconstruction, changes in370

effective filtering, or different regularization behavior.

In particular, the manuscript does not establish the smallest recoverable scales, the scales dominated by regularization, or the

scales for which the retrieval becomes unreliable.

Several issues raised by the analysis—including the interpretation of vertical-wind amplitudes, the dependence on temporal

averaging, the selection of the optimal domain radius, and the comparison with 3DVAR+DIV—ultimately require a quantitative375

assessment of retrieval uncertainty and resolution. Without such information, the physical interpretation of the results remains

ambiguous.

Response: The manuscript presents long-term observations (5-years) and climatologies of mean winds and higher-order

kinematic terms. The SVVP algorithm is meant to provide a much less computationally costly approach to derive mean flow

properties. The main goals are to infer seasonal patterns and the climatological behaviour. Vertical winds are not the main380

narrative, but have been mentioned to discuss previous results. All small scales, including atmospheric tides and gravity waves,

are filtered through the ASF2D (Baumgarten and Stober, 2019; Stober et al., 2020). Furthermore, only daily mean values are
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used to calculate the climatologies and long-term time series. This bandpass filter essentially removes all small scales and

keeps only the mean flow and planetary waves. The manuscript does not make any claims about small scales or resolvable

waves. Small-scale features will remain the key aspect for the more advanced retrievals, such as 3DVAR, 3DVAR+DIV, or sub-385

versions of these approaches, including machine learning techniques. The seasonal patterns are reproduced for all resolutions

within the error margins. The error scales with 1/
√
(n). Where n is the number of independent measurements. In this paper, we

have no intention to investigate small-scale gravity waves or tides. The 3DVAR+DIV algorithm and also the standard retrievals

have proven to reproduce the Hunga Tonga gravity wave and its global propagation (Stober et al., 2023, 2024; Vadas et al.,

2023b, a). However, this is not a topic here and beyond the scope of the paper. We further illustrate in the revised manuscript390

the error propagation by showing examples of residual fits with error bars for each meteor within one time-altitude bin for

planar and spherical geometry.
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Review: Review Report

This manuscript presents a useful methodological contribution to multistatic meteor radar wind retrievals by reformulating Vol-

ume Velocity Processing in spherical coordinates. The topic is timely and relevant for Atmospheric Measurement Techniques,395

since multistatic meteor radar networks now cover domains of several hundred kilometers, where plane-geometry assumptions

may introduce projection errors. The multi-year Nordic Meteor Radar Cluster observations and the comparison among plane-

geometry VVP, spherical VVP, and 3DVAR+DIV provide a valuable basis for assessing geometric effects on retrieved MLT

winds and higher-order kinematic quantities.

However, I think the manuscript needs substantial revision before publication. My main concern is not the usefulness of the400

spherical formulation, but the interpretation and positioning of the method. The discussion sometimes gives the impression

that SVVP is a more reliable alternative to 3DVAR+DIV, especially for vertical winds. This is not sufficiently justified. SVVP

is an important geometric improvement of VVP, but it remains a reduced-order, first-order representation of the wind field.

By contrast, 3DVAR+DIV is theoretically a more general tomographic framework that can resolve spatially heterogeneous

three-dimensional winds and include physical constraints. Therefore, the differences between SVVP and 3DVAR+DIV should405

not be interpreted simply as evidence that SVVP is superior. They may instead indicate limitations in the present 3DVAR+DIV

implementation, including geometry, continuity constraints, regularization, and sparse-sampling treatment.

I recommend major revision. The paper has clear potential, but the conclusions should be more balanced, and the retrieval

uncertainty, validation, and method comparison need to be strengthened.

General Reply: We thank the reviewers for a constructive review of the submitted manuscript. The developed SVVP com-410

plements the more advanced 3DVAR+DIV retrieval method. The main goal was to develop a computationally less expensive

retrieval method that uses a multistatic geometry and infers higher-order kinematic terms that are not accessible with monos-

tatic retrievals. The new algorithm targets climatological studies and longer-time series analysis.

We appreciate the review and will revise the manuscript according to the suggestions, clarifying some aspects pointed out by

the reviewer. We have performed a reduced run to store the condition numbers of the SVD singular values. We added some415

residual plots to demonstrate how planar and spherical geometry differ, and also found cases where the first-order approxima-

tion is no longer sufficient to underpin the importance of the 3DVAR+DIV method. Below, we provide point-by-point replies in

the attached PDF. The revised manuscript is prepared with Latexdiff track changes.
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Comments:

Review: Major Comments420

Reviewer Comment: The manuscript should more clearly distinguish between the improvement of SVVP relative to plane-

geometry VVP, the broader theoretical capability of 3DVAR+DIV, and the limitations of the current 3DVAR+DIV implemen-

tation. SVVP is a geometrically improved version of VVP, but it does not remove the reduced-order nature of VVP, which still

represents the wind field using mean winds and first-order spatial gradients within a finite volume. In contrast, 3DVAR+DIV425

is designed to retrieve spatially varying three-dimensional wind fields with physical constraints. The manuscript should there-

fore avoid implying that SVVP supersedes 3DVAR+DIV. The larger vertical winds from 3DVAR+DIV should be discussed in

terms of spherical/ellipsoidal geometry, continuity assumptions, Tikhonov regularization, and sparse meteor sampling. A bet-

ter framing is that SVVP provides a geometrically self-consistent benchmark for reduced-order retrievals, while an improved

3DVAR+DIV remains the more general framework for future multistatic meteor radar tomography.430

Response: The developed SVVP provides a computationally less costly alternative to infer mean winds, including seasonal

vertical wind variability and higher-order kinematic terms such as horizontal divergence, relative vorticity, stretching, and

shearing deformation. The algorithm is supposed to complement the much more advanced 3DVAR+DIV retrieval, which can

deal with arbitrary wind fields. We will explicitly refer to this in the revision. It was not our intention to generate the impression

that the new analysis is better than the 3DVAR+DIV. This will be made clearer in the revised draft.435

Reviewer Comment: The observational comparison shows that SVVP, plane VVP, and 3DVAR+DIV produce different

results, especially for vertical winds and higher-order kinematic quantities. However, this does not fully isolate the role of

spherical geometry. I recommend adding a synthetic or closed-loop retrieval experiment. The authors could prescribe known

wind fields, generate synthetic line-of-sight velocities using the actual NORDIC radar geometry and meteor sampling loca-

tions, and then retrieve the winds using both plane VVP and SVVP. Test cases could include uniform horizontal wind with440

zero vertical wind, known divergence/vorticity, prescribed vertical velocity, and simple gravity-wave-like perturbations. Such

experiments would directly show whether SVVP reduces projection errors and whether plane VVP produces spurious vertical

wind or divergence.

Response: The comparison between SVVP and the planar geometry targets to demonstrate only the effect of the geometry.

Both algorithms are embedded in the same script with identical data curation, non-linear error propagation, all quality control445

filters, and a singular value decomposition solver. Hence, the remaining differences are solely attributable to the geometric

implementation of the fits. This will not change by applying it to synthetic data. The 3DVAR+DIV retrieval is designed to

resolve arbitrary wind fields and small-scale gravity wave fluctuations. However, the implementation of the continuity equations

resulting in vertical winds depends on a lower or upper boundary for vertical integration. This limits the applicability for
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seasonal comparisons, as the underlying assumption is already biased. Synthetic data was already used in Stober et al. (2022).450

The algorithm is reliable for what is presented in the above-mentioned manuscript.

Reviewer Comment: The paper retrieves not only mean winds but also horizontal divergence, relative vorticity, stretch-

ing deformation, and shearing deformation. These quantities are sensitive to sampling geometry, station distribution, and the

conditioning of the least-squares problem. The manuscript mainly presents retrieved fields and correlations, but it does not

sufficiently show whether all fitted parameters are well constrained. The authors should include diagnostics such as condition455

numbers, singular values, parameter covariance, and correlations among retrieved coefficients. This is particularly important

for vertical wind and gradient terms. The contribution of each radar station should also be quantified, since uneven spatial

overlap and different meteor counts may cause the retrieval to be dominated by certain stations or viewing directions.

Response: The reviewer mentions an important point. In the supplementary material, we present 49 Figures showing all

temporal resolutions and radii and the corresponding correlations to address this aspect. The different temporal resolutions460

correspond to different data sparsities. As this point was brought up by other reviewers, we also performed a leave-one-station

out experiment (see Figure 1, added to supplementary material as Figure S51).

Figure 6. Monthly mean vertical wind components retrieved using the Volume Velocity Processing (VVP), showing the spherical geometry,

plane geometry, and their corresponding differences for the experiment with all stations (bottom row) and without the KIR station (top row).
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We also performed an additional run and stored condition numbers and singular value thresholds of 10−4 and 10−6. This465

had basically no impact on the significant digits given by the non-linear error propagation. The spatial sampling appears to

be less critical as long as at least three systems form a triangle shape. Tromso and Alta have higher data rates than Sodankylä

or Kiruna, but due to the long distance, a few measurements there are sufficient to mitigate most sampling biases in the mean

quantities. A binary system of meteor radars suffers from sampling bias much more than tristatic or higher-order networks. The

results are robust within the total statistics. When the problem becomes too sparse, our solver tends to produce zero vertical470

winds. This is the case at the upper and lower edges of the meteor layer. We added in the revision a meteor count density plot

to illustrate the distribution of the number of detections. We also performed a reduced run and added the condition number to

the stored data k(A) = maxσA

minσA
. A potential ill-conditioning is cured due to the spatio-temporal Laplace filter, which estimates

a certain smoothness between neighbouring grid cells in altitude and time. For good least square fits (well-conditioned), the

impact is negligible. The condition number ranges from log10(k(A)) 2.4 to 3.8, indicating a sufficient numerical stability for475

double precision. The minimum number of meteors for a fit is 15, but we only use data with more than 50 meteors.

Reviewer Comment: The manuscript subtracts a long-term or seasonal vertical-wind bias based on the assumption that the

long-term mean vertical wind should vanish. This correction is critical because its magnitude is comparable to the retrieved

vertical winds. The authors should describe how the bias is estimated in much greater detail. It should be clarified whether the480

correction is derived separately by altitude, radius, temporal resolution, season, station combination, or from the full dataset.

The authors should also test whether the seasonal upwelling/downwelling pattern remains under different bias-correction strate-

gies. The uncertainty associated with this correction should be propagated into the final vertical-wind climatology.

Response: We revised the manuscript and added a detailed description of the bias removal. The bias is estimated for each

altitude using the full 5-years or the climatology. Both methods result in almost identical bias values for the Doppler-based485

vertical winds. The largest biases are observed at the edges of the meteor layer, and there is a scaling behaviour with the

magnitude of the Doppler-derived vertical winds. The order of the bias ranges from a few cm/s to about 10 cm/s. For very large

radii and long averaging, the assumption of the linear wind field approximation seems to be no longer valid and results in even

larger biases.

Reviewer Comment: The comparison between SVVP and 3DVAR+DIV needs a more careful interpretation. Since 3DVAR+DIV490

is a more general framework, the comparison should not simply emphasize that SVVP gives smaller or more physically plau-

sible vertical winds. The authors should analyze why the two methods differ. First, the current 3DVAR+DIV implementation

may not include the same spherical geometric treatment as SVVP. Second, vertical wind in 3DVAR+DIV is constrained dif-

ferently from the Doppler-derived vertical wind in SVVP. Third, the influence of Tikhonov regularization should be quantified
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more systematically, rather than illustrated mainly with selected cases. This would help clarify whether the discrepancy reflects495

method hierarchy, geometry, physical assumptions, sampling sparsity, or regularization choices.

Response: This is an important comment, and we will revise the discussion accordingly. The first two points will be discussed

as recommended. We already expanded the discussion about the Tikhonov regularization and its impact on the results. We found

a rather wide plateau ranging from 0.4 to about 5 for the regularization strength, which led to very similar wind field solutions.

Our best choice, so far, has been optimized with the Hunga Tonga gravity wave. The Lagrange multiplier of 150 was used500

to illustrate that, in principle, the smoothness constraint could enforce solutions very similar to the VVP or SVVP. However,

this results in the loss of small-scale features of the arbitrary wind fields and, thus, minimizes the benefits of the 3DVAR+DIV

retrieval. Furthermore, the divergence-derived vertical wind starts to be systematically deflated.

Reviewer Comment: The manuscript discusses the relation between horizontal divergence and vertical velocity using a

simplified continuity equation. However, the MLT is strongly density-stratified, and an incompressible continuity equation505

may not be appropriate without qualification. An anelastic form involving density stratification may be more relevant. Even if

the main SVVP climatology is based on Doppler-derived vertical velocity, divergence, and 3DVAR+DIV results are still used to

support the interpretation of vertical motion. The authors should clarify how the continuity constraint is used in 3DVAR+DIV,

whether density stratification is included, and how this affects the comparison with SVVP vertical winds.

Response: We thank the reviewer for bringing this up. This is indeed a major difference in the vertical wind retrievals510

between SVVP (Doppler) and 3DVAR+DIV. We have estimated how compressible small-scale gravity waves could become

using linear theory (Stober et al., 2022). We have estimated isentropic Mach numbers and found often values above Mach 0.3.

Flows exceeding this threshold are considered compressible (the transition is not a step function). However, Mach numbers

beyond Mach 0.5 and occasionally Mach 0.7 have been observed (Qiao et al., 2025). The stratification comes on top of that.

The vertical contribution of u∇ρ with ρ= ρ0 exp−z/H is proportional to −w/H . Considering the magnitude difference515

between the scale height H and a typical velocity w, it contributes, but is not yet a leading-order effect compared to the

horizontal compressibility effects. We plan to revise the retrievals to account for all compressibility effects. The horizontal

gradients in the density also depend on temperature, which is not derivable from the data with the current systems without

further assumptions. Compressibility effects are the main reason why we did not include the divergence-based wind in this

manuscript, which represents more of an upper limit for vertical velocities.520

Reviewer Comment: The SVVP method still assumes that the wind field within the analysis volume can be represented by

a first-order expansion. This may be restrictive over 200–400 km domains, where gravity waves, tides, planetary waves, and

polar-region dynamics can produce nonlinear spatial structures. The manuscript should better quantify the representation error

associated with this first-order approximation. For example, the authors could show line-of-sight residuals as a function of

radius, altitude, local time, or season. Synthetic tests using sinusoidal or gravity-wave-like wind fields would also help identify525
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the spatial scales over which SVVP remains valid. This is important because some SVVP–VVP differences may arise from

model truncation errors, not only from geometric effects.

Response: Thanks for the suggestion with the residuals. We have looked at thousands of residual plots to check proper fit-

ting. Below you find some examples. We show some representative examples and one case where the first-order approximation

starts to break down. We have added a few examples below. We did not find a case that shows anomalous distributions of the530

residuals indicating a misfit. Concerning the differences between VVP and SVVP, this will have no impact as both analysis

algorithms have the same data curation, including the circles of influence.

Figure 7. Fitting residuals for planar and spherical geometries for individual fits. The x-axis shows the number of meteor detections for

this time-altitude bin. This is equivalent to time, but does not represent constant time steps. Panels a) and b) compare planar and spherical

geometry for a typical scenario. Panels c) and d) highlight a case where the first-order approximation fails, and the residuals indicate an

almost sinusoidal oscillation around the zero line.
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We added Figure 7 to the revised manuscript to showcase some examples outlining the mentioned effects. Panels a) and b)

show a more typical example of the residuals obtained with the VVP and SVVP for the same time-altitude bin. Panels c) and d)535

illustrate a case where the assumption of the first-order approximation is no longer valid, in the sense that the residuals show

an oscillation. This oscillation is due to the long averaging and is indicative of a transient event moving through the domain

(e.g., GWs).

Reviewer Comment: The manuscript concludes that reliable vertical winds are obtained for 15–30 min temporal resolution

and a 200–250 km spatial radius. This is plausible, but the selection criterion is not sufficiently quantitative. The authors should540

state whether the optimal range is based on meteor counts, radar overlap, retrieval uncertainty, condition number, residual error,

comparison with 3DVAR+DIV, or physical plausibility. These criteria are not equivalent. A larger radius may improve sampling

but worsen the first-order approximation, while a smaller radius may reduce representation error but degrade conditioning. A

summary table or figure showing these metrics as a function of radius and temporal resolution would make the conclusion

more convincing.545

Response: We have added Figure 13, presenting measurement response, and Figure 14, presenting daily meteor count (30-

minute resolution) to illustrate optimal coverage for the selected reference point in the revised manuscript. These plots show

the ring coverage (radius 200:50:400), justifying the circle of influence. We have added similar meteor count density Figures

for both 15-minute and 60-minute intervals in the supplementary material as Figure S50.

Reviewer Comment: Because the paper focuses on geometric implementation, the definition of the vertical direction must550

be precise. The manuscript should state whether the retrieved vertical wind is relative to the geocentric radial direction, the

geodetic normal, the local ENU up direction at each meteor location, or the reference point. Over a 200–400 km domain, local

vertical directions are not parallel, and small projection differences may matter for cm s1 vertical winds. The authors should

explain how line-of-sight velocities measured in local radar coordinates are transformed into the common retrieval coordinate

system, and whether residual differences in local vertical directions can project horizontal wind into the retrieved vertical555

component.

Response: We will revise the definition of the vertical coordinate in the manuscript to explicitly define the directions. The

vertical winds are representative of the volume segment spanned around the reference point following a constant altitude

surface provided by the WGS84 ellipsoid. The value is given in ENU for the reference coordinate. Each meteor enters the

retrieval corrected for its local ENU projection. This was already implemented in Zeng et al. (2024). We added that the volume560

quantities are now also represented with the spherical volume correction relative to the reference point. This also represents

a limitation for very large domains, as the approximations start to become imprecise, resulting in an inflation of the vertical

velocity. Considering that the volume quantities are derived using the mean WGS84 parameters of the reference point, when
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the domain becomes too large, they are again affected by the projection residuals arising between the Earth ellipsoid shape

and a sphere. Generalized elliptical coordinates might be more universal, but it’s not clear whether it would be desirable to565

describe very large domains with just means and 4 kinematic terms. The internal variability might be too large, and the linear

approximation is no longer holding.
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Review: Review Report

This paper proposes a new Volume Velocity Processing method in spherical coordinates to improve the wind retrieval in MLT.

Its performance is compared against the conventional VVP method in plane geometry and the 3DVAR+DIV method, which570

result shows that the proposed SVVP method generally resolves more variability than the conventional VVP, and provides a

more robust framework than 3DVAR+DIV for the study of MLT dynamics in terms of longer time series. The manuscript is

generally well written. My main concerns are as follows:

General Reply: We thank the reviewer for the review of the submitted manuscript. The major contribution of the manuscript

is the implementation of the VVP in spherical coordinates as SVVP, addressing geometric limitations of the conventional planar575

VVP approach for wind retrieval in the MLT region. We have revised the manuscript, addressing the concerns in detail below.

We have added a figure presenting the error distribution for VVP and SVVP, which demonstrates the improvement in retrieval

error achieved by SVVP. Furthermore, we revised the 3DVAR+DIV section concerning the vertical wind to emphasize the

difference between instantaneous spatially resolved vertical winds and climatological patterns inferred from SVVP and VVP.

Below, we provide point-by-point replies in the attached PDF. The revised manuscript is prepared with Latexdiff track changes.580

Comments:

Review: Major Comments

Reviewer Comment: The caption of Table 1 should appear on top of the table. Moreover, it would be nice to see the relevant

parameters of the radar antenna beam as well.585

Response: We thank the reviewer for pointing this out. We have moved the caption to the top of the table. All systems use

circularly polarized Yagi antennas. We also added a column for the baseline of the Jones cross in λ.

Reviewer Comment: The authors demonstrate the difference between SVVP and VVP clearly, notably for the retrieval of

the vertical wind component. However, their superiority cannot be intuitively judged due to the lack of comparison with the

‘actual’ wind field.590

Response: We have submitted a companion paper in which the SVVP retrievals are validated against the Japanese Meteo-

rological reanalysis (JAWARA) and a free run of SE-WACCM-X. The present manuscript instead focuses on geometry imple-

mentation in the SVVP and VVP differences, and on comparing SVVP with VVP and the potential to improve the 3DVAR+DIV.

We only argue that the vertical climatology appears to be more reasonable compare to the VVP.
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Reviewer Comment: The comparison against 3DVAR+DIV is not straightforward, since they are two different frameworks.595

The advantages/disadvantages of SVVP w.r.t. 3DVAR+DIV should be highlighted.

Response: We thank the reviewer for the comment. We have stated the underlying differences in the 3DVAR+DIV and SVVP

frameworks. We revised the manuscript to clarify the advantages and disadvantages of each approach, which has been included

in the revised manuscript. Furthermore, we used the opportunity to add analysis for the 3DVAR+DIv data to avoid too much

misinterpretation.600

Reviewer Comment: The authors demonstrate the importance of geometric effects. The contribution of geometric effects

to wind retrieval errors is not well addressed.

Response: We thank the reviewer for raising this point. We have added figure 8 to show the contribution of geometric effects

to the wind retrieval errors. It compares the per-fit error distributions of VVP and SVVP for both the zonal and meridional wind

components. Both algorithms achieve almost similar error distributions after 8 iterations. Zonal winds tend to show smaller605

errors in the SVVP, while meridional winds show smaller errors in the VVP. However, the distributions exhibit only marginal

deviations. This is understandable, as the quality of the fitted model coefficients does not depend on the geometry, but their

physical values do.

Figure 8. Comparison of fit-error for the zonal (left) and meridional (right) wind components retrieved by SVVP and VVP. The top row

shows scatter plots of per-fit error for SVVP and VVP, while the bottom row shows histograms of the corresponding error distributions: VVP

(blue) and SVVP (gray).
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