17/1/2016

Comments on resubmission of ‘Continuous seiche in bays and harbors’ by Park et al. (Ocean Science)

I have read the resubmission of this paper, looking at the track change edits mostly, and I think the authors have made reasonable attempts to accommodate the comments by the reviewers.

A couple of further minor comments are:

line 18 - is provided

22 - I would say near-continuous here

23 - seiche --> seiches

The authors should check throughout their use of the word seiche which is often used in the singular when I would have thought seiches plural would be better. If the singular is intended then I think that should be seiching.

e.g. line 49. Persistent seiches ... were, or Persistant seiching ..

There are quite a few of these.

24 - in the Shetland

125 - seiche --> seiching

but more important in this sentence is that 'period' could be taken in a

quick read as the period of the seiche rather than the period of measurement. So I suggest rewording:

Continuous seiching throughout a 17.8 year period ..

and line 129 - these oscillations over an extended period of time ..

some references need doi's adding

Table 1 - you should use the standard tidal terms e.g. see the NOAA nomenclature on the web somewhere i.e.

MHW-MLW is called Mean Tidal Range (MTR) and not 'mean range' MN. 

(MHHW+MLLW)/2 is called Diurnal Tide Level (DTL) so I guess MHHW-MLLW is called Diurnal Tidal Range (DTR).

There is no such thing as 'great diurnal range'.

Please add an extra column with the Tidal Form Factor for each site.

I don't wish to flog dead horses but let me go back to a couple of general things I mentioned last time:

- one is the claim to 'global' relevance of this study for which there is no evidence at all and for which the response of the authors was to say that it would have been too much time and effort to look for extra data. That was a disappointing reply.

This just boils down to wording, there is no harm in saying it is suggestive of global relevance without going over the top (e.g. line 133 is worded ok), but using only six locations, all with mixed-semidiurnal regimes, leaves a lot more to do if 'global' conclusions are to be made. I suggest they search through for their use of the word ‘global’ and consider if the wording is still justified.

- a second is that they disposed of my comment that I was amused that the authors had clearly never looked at tide gauge charts by referring to old-school tide observers and saying that discussion should be held under a different forum. I found their reply unsatisfactory. They missed the point, which is that in my experience most charts show some kind of seiching at some time or other at the few cm to decimetre level. The authors responded ‘Surely the reviewer is not suggesting that in general high-frequency signals superimposed on the tide are seiche’. Well, yes I am, or at least I am in many cases. 

The authors kindly pointed me to a study in http://oia.dtic.mil/ which turned out to be a 1966 study for Monterey Bay by B.W. Wilson et al. Now, Wilson is a famous names in seiches (especially those of harbours) and reading his papers will show just how endemic they are (continuous or otherwise, to be much further studied).

The Wilson paper was mentioned to me as justification for the authors' speculation in several places in the present paper of lines in the temporal spectrum corresponding to particular spatial modes. I still find that unconvincing in the way it is worded as stating that correspondence as near fact rather than speculation. Invoking Wilson's several papers in fact makes the point I was trying to - that one needs some sort of decent 'model justification' (clearly rudimentary when Wilson worked at Cape Town in the 1950s but quite possible with modern modelling) for assigning temporal signals to spatial ones.

Anyhow, while there are things I don't like with the text of this paper, I was interested to read the results.

