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Further clarification...
Baylor Fox-Kemper (Referee)
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Let me be explicit about the data download overhead point I made above.

To do the TEOS-10 calculation of OHC, we need model T (thetao or bigthetao, hopefully
not thetao recalculated from bigthetao!), model S (interpreted as the paper directs) and in
situ density (not specified in this paper if it is to be recalculated or archived) and c_p^0. 
In Griffies et al. 2016, the seawater density is not spefically recommended for archiving,
thus its calculation from archived data would require regeneration from T, S which might
imply temporal aliasing (e.g., from using monthly-mean T, S rather than instantaneous). 
I suppose similar issues are at hand for using the EOS-80 approach to estimating OHC as
well.  What I'd like is a bit of comparison between the two approaches from a data
archive perspective, specifically calling back to the list of data recommended for
collection in the Griffies et al. OMIP protocol, and any advice for what we should have
recommended to save but didn't (e.g., in situ density?  potential enthalphy?  depth
integrated potential enthalpy?, etc.)
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