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We thank the referee for his remarks. We agree with the comment regarding the high
values derived for liquid water content. We carried out a new analysis of the event
which was presented. We also analyzed an additional case of heavy fog that occurred
several years prior. This time, we used a different, more sensitive microwave link sys-
tem. The system used for the revised paper has a measurement error of 0.1dB (a
measuring resolution ten times greater than the previous one). Additionally, we fo-
cused on frequencies around the 38GHz range – where the sensitivity to fog effects is
greater (Rec. ITU-R P.840-4, 2009). Furthermore, the measurements used were taken
simultaneously from tens of different links, of varying length and direction, that were
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operating in the observed area in each of the two cases. The resulting liquid water
content values in the new analysis were found to be in the range of 0.5 to 0.8 gr/mˆ3
for each of the two events analyzed. These are high values that match high values
measured in field measurements conducted by researchers, using specialized equip-
ment, in different locations in the world (e.g. Klemm et al., 2005, Herckes et al., 2007,
Gultepe et al., 2009, Niu et al., 2010). The visibility assessments calculated, are of the
same order of magnitude of assessments from specialized instruments, and profes-
sional observers in the area. Specifically, the visibility assessment was derived using
the warm-fog visibility parameterization (Gultepe et al., 2006) that takes into account
the droplet number concentration, and has been found to be more precise (particularly
when compared to Kunkel (1984) method).

Specific comments:

" Too much info given in the introduction, please focus on what you need"

Response: We focused and slightly shortened the introduction. That being said, it is
important for us to provide the full information as the research is interdisciplinary, and
may be of interest to an audience from these different disciplines.

"Section 2.1; concern is not that instruments are not working but areal coverage of
each sensor. Instruments usually work ïňĄne. Major issue is that they are not available
everywhere and they are expensive".

Response: Revised, per the comment.

"cm upper limit for fog is 100 micron, it is too high. See Gultepe et al papers in AMS
bulletin paper".

Response: Revised, per the comment.

"Method section should be clearly written and organized e.g. say i) using Kunkel Vis
LWC relationship, ii) Using Gultepe et al parameterization. In a paragraph, please
explain why Kunkel should not be used. Say somewhere that this work is for warm fog
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conditions."

Response: The main goal of this work is to show the feasibility of the proposed tech-
nique, and thus in the revised version we found it useful to focus on one method that
clearly presents this point, while citing other work. We concentrated on the warm-fog
visibility parameterization by Gultepe et al. (2006) that was found to be more accurate.
Per the proposal, we added a paragraph on the subject, and comparing to Kunkel’s
(1984) method.

Additional comments on section 3.3

"What is time averages? 15 mins? How do you use it for fog prediction?"

Response: The system used in the revised paper is different, and provides a single,
instantaneous measurement, simultaneously, from the tens of links deployed in the
observed area, once a day (while the observations were taken from the time when the
fog events occurred). The procedure is described in the methods section of the revised
version.

"T error as 0.1 ◦C, not acceptable, check Gultepe et al papers, this is about at least
0.5-1 ◦C"

Response: This number was meant to refer to the measurement resolution of the tem-
perature gauge. We did find that measurements from different gauges in the area
differed by a degree or two. We rephrased the sentence to more clearly convey this in
the revised paper.

Figures

" Fig.1 how did you get fogy regions? What technique?"

In the current version of the paper, satellite images were produced using CAPSAT- the
Clouds-Aerosols-Precipitation Satellite Analysis Tool (Lensky and Rosenfeld, 2008).

" Fig. 5 You need to show Vis versus LWC for each line and compared to these of

C3841

earlier works"

Response: This figure is not part of the updated version of the paper (since we uti-
lized a different microwave system). In the revised paper we estimated the liquid water
content at the particular time when all the measurements from the system were taken,
and derived a single liquid water content estimate for each event based on the mea-
surements of tens of links in the observed area, and the time when the measurements
were taken (for each of the events, we collected all of the results into a single table. We
also compared the results to field measurements from previous research)

References

Gultepe, I., Müller, M. D., and Boybeyi, Z.: A new visibility parameterization for warm-
fog applications in numerical weather prediction models, J. Appl. Meteor. Climatol., 45,
1469–1480, 2006.

Gultepe I., G. Pearson, J. A. Milbrandt, B. Hansen, S. Platnick, P. Taylor, M. Gordon, J.
P. Oakley, and S. G. Cober: The fog remote sensing and modeling field project. Bull.
Amer. Meteor. Soc., 90(3), 341–359, 2009.

Herckes, P., Chang, H., Lee, T., and Collet, Jr., J. L.: Air pollution processing by radia-
tion fogs, Water Air Soil Poll., 181, 65–75, 2007.

Klemm, O., Wrzesinsky, T. and Scheer, C.: Fog water flux at a canopy top: direct
measurement versus one-dimensional model, Atmos. Environ.,39, 5375-5386, 2005.

Kunkel, B.: Parameterization of droplet terminal velocity and extinction coefficient in
fog models, J. Appl. Meteor. Climatol, 23, 34-41, 1984.

Lensky, I. M. and Rosenfeld, D.: Clouds-Aerosols-Precipitation Satellite Analysis Tool
(CAPSAT), Atmos. Chem. Phys., 8, 6739-6753, doi:10.5194/acp-8-6739-2008, 2008.

Niu, S.J., Lu, C.S., Zhao, L.J., Lu, J.J, and Yang, J.: Analysis of the microphysical
structure of heavy fog using a droplet spectrometer: a case study, Adv. Atmos. Sci.,

C3842



27(6), 1259-1275, doi:10.1007/s00376-010-8192-6, 2010b.

Rec. ITU-R P.840-4: Attenuation due to clouds and fog, 2009.
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