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The authors provide a comparative evaluation of different ways to model the effect of
obstacles on the performance of small wind turbines. The models considered are of
varying degrees of fidelity.

The manuscript is well-written and the subject is scientifically relevant. The conclusions
are clear and include a discussion of model limitations. I believe the manuscript is of the
level expected for a paper in WES. However, I have some comments and questions that I
should like to see addressed in the final version.

One of the approaches considered involves low-order models trained on RANS simulations.
I found it difficult to assess the quality of these simulations, as the reference (Fytanidis et
al. 2021a) pointing to those simulations does not appear to be readily available. Some
more information on the CFD simulations should be added to the paper, allowing to assess
the quality of the CFD
simulations. A clarification on the choice of a less common turbulence model would also be
welcome.

The resolution of some of the figures should be improved. In particular, the labels on most
figures don't look good at all. Saving the original in a more appropriate format is probably
enough to fix this. Also the gray-blue box on a  grey background adopted for figs 10-12
may not be the best choice, and definitely has a very low data-ink ratio.

The RMSE should be defined more explicitly, preferably with an equation, to clarify what is
being compared to what, for which record length. 



For the IEC site it was not clear to me what information was included in the training of the
data-driven model. I would think the available information is too limited, but perhaps I am
mistaken. Could this be clarified?

Minor comment:
- the spelling of Amsterdam airport is Schiphol
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