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| would like to remind the aims and scope of GMD to the authors The reviewers are
asking for a more detailed and thorough evaluation of the model results against obser-
vations. Unfortunately, the authors tend to “kick in touch”, stating that it is beyond the
scope of the paper and that a thorough evaluation will be carried out in the following
studies. For instance, the authors reply: "Nevertheless, we would like to stress, that the
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main purpose of this paper is providing a proper description and reference regarding
the implementation of the bromine explosion mechanism in EMAC". "Here, as stated
above, we intent to focus on a proper description of the mechanism and its implemen-
tation into EMAC to serve as reference. A detailed validation of the mechanism in
comparison to observation is beyond the scope of the present manuscript.”. "The pur-
pose of our current paper is not to examine the release mechanism originally proposed
by Toyota et al. (2011), but to implement the mechanism in our model. The suggested
comparisons may be subject to further, more detailed studies.". There might be a
misunderstanding about GMD aims and scope. As stated on the ‘about’ page of the
website, it is an “international scientific journal dedicated to the publication and public
discussion of the description, development, AND evaluation of numerical models of the
Earth system and its components”. GMD articles are not just descriptions of numerical
codes. The evaluation is an integral part of the papers. Just like the description, the
evaluation should be as thorough as possible. | encourage the authors to follow the
reviewers’ recommendations regarding the evaluation. It would greatly strengthen the

paper.
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