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The paper addresses the very interesting and hot topic of water vapour concentration and
distribution in the arctic regions with different satellite instruments and retrieval
algorithms. Both L2 and L3 products are considered, which are compared with reference
data derived from various re-analyses, radiosonde and GNSS observations

I have found the paper well written and complete; therefore, my remarks are minor. Here
a few comments to improve the reading and understanding of results.

For IASI and MIRS, the L2-product accuracy is not given while it has to be provided. It
could explain in part the diverse performance of the two products. Based on the paper
results, it seems that the bias of MIRS has not been well assessed previously.
The AR event should be better defined for the benefit of the reader
The IASI retrievals come from a combination of IR and MW instruments. The product
simply as IASI is confusing; maybe the authors could use the acronym
IASI/AMSU/MHS, which could even be shortened to IAM.
Given the high cloud coverage of the arctic, IASI (the IR ) is expected to yield a very
poor contribution in comparison to AMSU and MHS; therefore, the large performance
difference between IASI and MIRS (based again on AMSU and MHS) is not understood
and would deserve a bit of more explanation.
On the same subject, what were the sky conditions during the ice camp in June? Clear
Sky? Clear sky, in fact, would in part explain the better performance of IASI in
comparison to MIRS.
By the way, with reference to Fig.6 (6 June 2017), the authors say that the same bias
pattern seen in IASI and MIRS is because they both make use of MW units. But this is
conflicting with the MIRS large bias seen in Fig. 2. Once again, the MIRS bias could be
better explained in light of the IASI good performance.
Tab A1 Skill scores. Why is the GOMe r for Ammasalik 0.07? This is really an outlier
with respect to the r for other stations. Is that correct?
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