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Compulsory REVISIONcomments Stations are not visible in Fig 1.

Lines 164-166: how can fit stability starting at 80% justify 85% fit sample? The
fit sample covering 80% of obsevations would leave more observations to the
test sample making test results more reliable. Reliability of test samples is not
less crucial than reliability of training samples.  At least, the decisison need
further justification.

Add all-cover maps of predicted values and maps of prediction residuals at test
stations.

Lines 253-272. This text with yellow background does not fit to the chapter
Results. Most of it should be in the introduction. The last two of highlited
sentences pretend to be discussion but are too brief and general. A discussion
should include comparison with results of other investigations, critical
evaluation of the results and possible interpretations of the results. In this
case, perhaps, coparison with previous precipitation maps of Cyprus. Even
Google search offers multiple images of precipitation maps of Cyprus.

Conclusion does not give answer to the goal stated in the end of introduction:  "
…to estimate precipitation in mountain regions, based on four topographic
factors." There are no predicted  precipitation values noted in the conclusion
and no precipitation maps among results.
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Minor REVISION comments "Interpolation – based" pro "Interpolation-based" in the abstract.
Last sentence in the introduction should moved to chapter 2.
Line 75: omit "tough" or replace with a less emotional word.
Exactly the same sentence: "Most rivers flow from the Troodos mountain" is both
in line 75 and reiterated in line 85. Remove on of them.Comments under table 2 ― check the meaning of **, is it 0.1 or 0.01?Notation used in table 3 should be explained under the table not in the main text. Themain text should include more explanation to the results presented in the table 3. Ingeneral words ― table must be understandable without reading the main text indetails; and the message and the results of an article must be understandable ifreading only the main text (without tables and figures).What is the meaning of Measured precipitation (mm) in the tables 3 and 4? Is it themean value over all observation period or a particular test value? Why to repeat thesame values in two tables? If these values are chatracterizing source data, theseshould be in a separate table characterizing observed precipitation data used formodel calibration. At least, give also the corresponding prediced values whendescribing models.

Optional/General comments Introduction could include some references to the latest publications in the field ofprecipitation mapping using landscape variables. There is only one source publishedafter 2008 in the current version of introduction.Table 1. "Relative proportions (%)" pro "Proportion [%]" since proportion is alwaysa relative figure related to a total. Area proportions should also be given in the tablefor comparison with the proportion of stations.Line 116: add "… in our data …" or "… in Cypros …" since the claim is not universal.Table 2. Term annual could be used instead of whole year.Any reference to similarity-based interpolation of precipitation data using landscapevariables would make the contribution more complete. E.g. seehttp://www.kirj.ee/public/Estonian_Journal_of_Earth_Sciences/2011/issue_3/earth-2011-3-172-190.pdfLines 171-176: grammar of the sentence and line breaks are incorrect.
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