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This paper presents interesting technical work on the topic of improving the ECMWF S2S
forecasts with machine learning techniques. However, there is ample evidence that
authors have not even tried to turn the technical work into a scientific paper (where the
technical work is presented insisting on novel aspects):

The introduction is a half page long, with most paragraphs made of a single sentence,
and presents the context (deliverable of a European project) in which the work was
made.
No attempt is made at exploring the state-of-the-art in using machine learning
techniques for improving hydroclimatic forecasts in general or S2S forecasts in
particular.
Similarly, conclusions are those of a technical report, with no attempt at explaining
what it brings to the state of the art.

What is more, authors claim to contribute to the WMO Prize Challenge to Improve
Subseasonal to Seasonal Predictions Using Artificial Intelligence, the winners of which
were announced in February 2022, but they do not benchmark themselves against the
challenge winners, nor do they explain why they should not benchmark themselves
against the challenge winners (source for the information on the WMO challenge:
https://journals.ametsoc.org/view/journals/bams/103/12/BAMS-D-22-0046.1.xml. While
that paper was published after the article’s submission, WMO challenge results were
already known by then.)

Therefore, even though the technical work is interesting, the lack of engagement with
even trying to demonstrate a contribution to the state of the art means this paper cannot
be accepted. It is even surprising it was not desk rejected by the editorial team. Asking a
reviewer to provide a substantive review in this context is tantamount to asking them to



do the authors’ work of stating what the contribution is. Note this is very different from
asking reviewers to evaluate the authors’ attempt at situating their contribution: I am
usually very happy to do that, and to suggest improvements when needed.

I also note that authors have no excuse there: their funding and affiliations reveal they
are no outsiders to the academic world.

For these reasons, I do not believe it is appropriate to provide comments beyond
suggesting that the paper should not be considered further until and unless authors do
their work and explain how their technical work contributes to the field.
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