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We are thankful for the referee′s comments which will help us to improve the paper.
We will address the raised issues in the revised version. In response to the specific
points, we will briefly address each one here and briefly reply:

1. “P-4, Line. 12-13: Authors mentioned that “slightly above 100 km”. Actually, it is
mostly below 100 km.“ Response: We agree that our statement is only true for higher
latitudes. We will correct that in a revised version.

2. P-7, Line. 11-12: “Due to this sampling irrespective of longitude, only migrating
components contribute to the diurnal cycle in our analyses”. It is not clear why only
migrating components contribute. “ Response: The phases of nonmigrating tides at
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different longitudes are different, so that the nonmigrating components average out if
one averages over longitudes. We will mention this in the revised version.

3. “Figure 1a: In northern winter high OR near 15◦ latitude around 98 km is evident.
What is the reason for that? What is the reason for equinoctial asymmetry in OR during
SON while it is very symmetric during MAM?” Response: OR maximize in summer, but
are also found in the winter hemisphere at low latitudes. Our Figure 1a is in accordance
with climatologies, e.g. Arras et al. 2008. Actually the winter low-latitude maximum is
also seen in the SH winter, but the values are lower because of the South Atlantic
anomaly, where the Es OR are low, which leads so generally lower OR in the SH
compared with the NH. Regarding the MAM and SON distribution, they are both not
really symmetric about the equator, but the shapes of the respective summer and winter
maximums are different. On the other hand, during both seasons the summer as well
as the respective winter distributions look similar regarding their shape. The SON SH
values are lower due to the South Atlantic anomaly. Interestingly, the MAM SH values
are larger than the SON NH values which might be due to a hotspot over Indonesia
and Australia, which is visible in the global distribution e.g. by Arras et al 2008. We will
detail this in the revised version.

4. Figure 2: Only winter is shown. Results of all 4 seasons could be shown in order
to be complete and consistent with Figure 1. Response: The figure is only shown
to visualize the analysis, not to describe the diurnal wind shear. Actually the QDT
component is hardly visibly in the left panel of figure 1, and this is also the case for the
other seasons so that plotting these figures would not give more insight into the QDT
behaviour.

5. Figure 4: Only a single representative altitude (110 km) is shown. More altitude
bins (3 or more) could be included to strengthen the claim of the authors. Response:
We selected 101 km because this is a MUAM level which is close to the maximum Es
OR height. The lat/lon zonal wind amplitude distribution does not change much with
altitude so that plotting the other height does not provide too much relevant information,
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also having in mind that not the wind amplitude but the wind shear amplitude is the
important parameter. However, we will add some more figures in a supplement in the
revised version

6. Figure 6: There is a clear inconsistency in the QDT phase between the occurrence
rate and wind shear in summer when QDT is found to be weak as mentioned by the
authors. It implies that the estimated phases in the wind shear in summer are incorrect.
Authors should substantiate the statement in detail. Response: We described this
inadequately. Es and wind shear phases agree within their error bars even during
summer. Actually, however, this is to a certain degree unexpected, because both Es
and wind shear TDT are not significant. We will describe this more correctly and in
more detail.

7. Figure 7: Only 110 km altitude is selected. At least 3 more altitude bins could
be shown to corroborate the inference. Response: We show the vertical structure in
Figure 8, so that we think more heights than 101 km in Figure 7 are not necessary.
However, we will add more figures in a supplement.
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