Responses to Anonymous Referee #3	
Dear Referee,
Please accept our sincere thanks for your comments and suggestions for the improvement of our article. Please find our responses to your comments, as follows:
Page 17056 - line 11: Gao et al., 2008 - line 16: Qi and Kerr (1997)
Please accept our sincere thanks pointing out the mistake. This would be corrected

Page 17064, lines 13-14: ‘Once the average yearly time course was computed, it 
was replicated across all the years considered to provide a reconstructed time series’. How is it then that for example on Figure 4, site 338, the climatology seasonal cycle clearly differs from one year to the other?
Site 338 in Figure 4 corresponds to a cropland area with a double cycle per year. Closer inspection of the figure shows that the climatology does not differ from one year to the other but it has two cycles per year that repeat every year. Since the 2 cycles are slightly different, this may lead to the impression that the climatology is not the same across the years. 
Page 17067, line 8: nj
Page 17068, line 8: mj
We agree that nj and mj were not correctly introduced in the text (line 8). It has been corrected accordingly. n and m were replaced by nj and mj. 
Page 17069, line 19: should 85 be replaced by 72 and 130 by 128, according to the corresponding limitations given in section 2.2? Or are these real gap length values?
These questions come from the lack of proper definition of the length of gaps (LoG). We propose to define it as the number of days between two consecutive valid observations. Therefore, when there is no gap, LoG=8. This definition is now introduced in page 17067, line 2: “The length of gap (LoG) is defined as the number of days between two consecutive valid observations”. Therefore, the values in question should be: 88 in place of 85 and 136 in place of 130 (deviations were due to inaccurate visual evaluations). These changes are implemented now in page 17069, line 18 (and not 19). According to this LoG definition, the maximum window length for AGF is 80 days and not 72 days as initially written in the manuscript. These corrections of AGF are now implemented in the manuscript. 
I don’t understand why for example the LPF method fails to fill the gap when the gap length is below the threshold set by the authors. In this case, the linear interpolation is first applied and then the rest of the method, so there should be no more gaps. The authors should clarify this point.
As indicated in section 2.2., page 17061, LPF requires data to be continuous. To process discontinuous time series a gap filling procedure was applied for filling missing data up to a maximum length of gap of 128 days. Gaps longer than 128 days were not filled and it results in no reconstructions for the LPF method. Similar limitations are observed for EMD. This maximum length of gaps is a choice in the implementation of the methods and it has been clearly indicated in the text. 
Page 17071, line 28: boxcompromise???
Change accepted. This is a typographical error, which should read “compromise”

Page 17072, line 24: 10 days.
Change accepted. This is again a typographical error. ‘1 days’ was rephrased to ’10 days’

Page 17074, line 16: RMSE < 0.5
[bookmark: _GoBack]Change accepted. ‘RMSE>0.5’ was rephrased to ‘RMSE<=0.5’ according to GCOS criteria.

Page 17075, lines 22-25: However, for the four more LAI accurate methods, the phenological accuracy spreads vertically from 6 to 14 days; do the authors have some explanation for this discrepancy?
The differences in the phenology RMSE arises from the nature of the methods, for a given LAI estimate. For example, the AGF is the least flexible of the methods to fit the various seasonal variations found in the data series, which explains the highest RMSE in phenology. Similarly, SGF fits to the upper envelope gain leading to some performance deterioration in preserving phenology.

Page 17084: I know there are already many figures but a map would be nice.
Please accept our sincere thanks for your comments. A map, as requested was added.

Page 17086: Gap time series (384 sites)
Change accepted. '284' was rephrased to '384' in Figure 1. 
