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This paper presents a new version of the MIPAS stratospheric ozone profile data set. The
work is well motivated by changes in the retrieval strategy, which will be important for
some community users of the data set, and by the new calibration of the level-1b spectra.
The paper is quite detailed although some elements listed below are difficult to follow for
those outside the project. The work fits well within the scope of AMT and should be
published after consideration of the minor points below. It is recommended that the
abstract be rewritten as it is currently quite lengthy and should be focused on the most
important points of the new dataset. 

Section 3.1 on the preceding temperature retrieval is not clear. What is actually done in
this step? Who are “these authors”? A better (not longer) summary of this step from
Kiefer et al 2021 is needed as it comes up several times in following sections. 

Can the authors provide any insight about why the inclusion of horizontal gradient did not
work? 

Why is it better to jointly fit water vapor instead of using the regular product? Explain
what is meant by “In order to avoid propagation of assumptions on the water vapour
profiles on the ozone data product”

It would be useful to connect the weakening of the smoothing regularization to impact on
vertical resolution. 

Numerical issues: what is meant by the “result flipping back and forth”. This statement
needs more rigor and explanation. 



What causes the strange arching shapes in the noise-component in Fig 1? Is this due to
the mismatch between retrieval and measurement grids?

The discussion of spectroscopic errors and the overall link to the TUNER recommendations
is appreciated. 

Including a plot of the vertical resolution with the cases shown in Fig 3 would be useful. 

The discussion on the “improvement” shown in Fig 5 due to reduction of temperature
propagation errors from high altitudes sounds good. Is it verifiable that v8 is in fact
better? 

Should the new maximum likelihood representation for the analysis of the drift? Why not?
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