While the release of a 90-m, analysis-ready representation of basin topology and attributes
represents a valuable contribution, the terminology used in the manuscript needs to be revised so
that readers can appreciate the improvement compared to other papers/products already available.

Specifically, the authors delineate global basins using an upstream drainage area threshold that is
not precisely defined. Amatulli et al. (2022), however, released Hydrography90m, which applies a
substantially finer threshold of 0.05 km? upstream drainage area. The upstream drainage area
threshold delineates not only the start of a river but also the minimum size of the basins. This is not
made very explicit in the manuscript; it is mentioned in passing (lines 174—177) but not very
clearly, and could perhaps be stated as "down to single-pixel coastal outlets." If the single pixel is
equivalent to the threshold upstream drainage area, please state this clearly.

Comparison with other products:

The manuscript does not include a section comparing MERIT-FullBasin with a product released at
the same pixel resolution (e.g. Hydrography90m)

In particular, MERIT-FullBasin's basin area could be compared with other products (e.g.,
Hydrography90m). A scatter plot (or another type of graph) of basin area (> 0.05 km?) and
perimeter could highlight the differences. A table listing the size of the most important basins would
also be useful for additional discussion and findings..

The number and location of endorheic basins could be compared with MERIT-Hydro depression
points and Hydrography90m's endorheic basins. Please explain/justify any disagreement (e.g.,
differences in depression-filling).

Regarding the basin attributes, a simple min/max/mean/percentile table per attribute, at the global
level, would let users catch outliers and out-of-range values, strengthening confidence in the
QA/QC process. Also for the basins attributes a comparisons can be done with the
Hydrography90m products.

The million-row CSV is a poor lookup format; please consider using Parquet or an indexed format
(e.g., SQLite), which would support the fast partial reads implied by the abstract's efficiency claim,
complementing the COG suggestion made above for the rasters.

Regarding the name MERIT-FullBasin, I suggest dropping the word "MERIT” and find another
name.

Please also consider shortening the YouTube video; under 10 minutes would be a good compromise.

Finally, an ancillary webpage or Jupyter notebook showing a worked example (e.g., just the Fujian
example basin's region tile, already featured in Figs. 6-9) of how to use the dataset would make the
product considerably easier to use.

Concerning the TIF product.

Round and alline the pixel to an exact number
0.000833330000000 > 0.000833333333333333333333
-180.0004167 > -180.00041666666666

and so on for all



Pixel Size = (0.000833330000000,-0.000833330000000)

Corner Coordinates:

Upper Left (-180.0004167, 84.9995833) (180d 0' 1.50"W, 84d59'58.50"N)
Lower Left (-180.0004167, -59.9998367) (180d 0' 1.50"W, 59d59'59.41"S)
Upper Right ( 179.9981433, 84.9995833) (179d59'53.32"E, 84d59'58.50"N)
Lower Right ( 179.9981433, -59.9998367) (179d59'53.32"E, 59d59'59.41"S)

gdal_edit can help on this

create the tif with

GeoTIFFs are Cloud-Optimized (COG) with internal tiling/overviews; also attached predefined
colour table to a tif to allow an easy visualisation in GIS sw.

Finally, the manuscript would benefit from improved readability and clearer structural organization.
In its current form, key terms and abbreviations (BSN, RGN, BAT, RAT, dfs_in/dfs_out, etc.) are
introduced across multiple sections without a consolidated glossary, several implementation
parameters are stated before their rationale is explained (e.g., the factor of 2 in Eq. (3)), and the
technical verification material is split across the main text and two appendices. I recommend the
authors revise the manuscript for clarity and logical flow, possibly with the help of a professional
editor or writing-focused review pass.



