
Referee #1

Previous title: Spring and summertime aerosol optical depth retrieval 
over the Arctic cryosphere by using satellite observations

Revised title #2: Retrieval of aerosol optical depth over the Arctic 
cryosphere during spring and summer using satellite observations

The authors would like to thank the reviewer for her/his interest and efforts  to review our 
manuscript.

We hope that we have been able to answer satisfactorily the questions raised and clarify parts of the 
manuscript which were unclear or ambiguous. 

We have changed the title of the manuscript to as per the first referee’s suggestions. 

In the following the referee comments and criticisms, our responses, as authors, and our resultant 
changes to the manuscript are colored black, blue and red respectively.

Q1: One of the main themes from the first-round review is whether or not this article fits in the 
scope of AMT. The author still didn’t fully address this problem. AMT is meant for introducing new
technique in measurements, if the article is only focus on validation and evaluation, plus analyses of
aerosol distribution over the Arctic from satellite retrievals, there are many other articles out there 
for an article that is more “sciencey”. However, in response to reviewer, the author emphasizes that 
there is new addition of algorithm development other than following Jafariserajehlou et al., (2019). 
If that is the case, then the paper is suitable for AMT, but the structure and the title need to reflect 
the content. 
Response: 
We would like to cite the aim and scope mentioned on the website of EGU/AMT journal as follows 
(last visited 08.09.2023): “The main subject areas comprise the development, intercomparison, and
validation of measurement instruments and techniques of data processing and information retrieval
for gases, aerosols, and clouds.”.

For example, apart from other years, only in this year several articles were published with the 
specific focus on validation (such as Vinjamuri et. al., 2023;  Baars et. al., 2023;  Moallemi et. al., 
2023; Gregor et. al., 2023; Ratynski et. al., 2023;  Lerot et. al., 2023; Nyamsi et. al., 2023; Lange et.
al., 2023; Garane et. al., 2023; Furlani et. al., 2023 etc.; see references at the end of this author’s 
response). 

In this context, we would like to briefly repeat the strategy/content of our manuscript:

Step 1: We presented an existing AOD retrieval algorithm (Istomina et al (2009)) published 
in 2009, which we improved by integrating a novel cloud identification scheme 
Jafariserajehlou et al., which is published a decade after in the year 2019.
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Step 2: We used the approach from step 1 and further introduced a post-processing scheme 
which additionally helped in filtering unreliable AOD retrievals.

Step 3: Integrating step 1 and 2, and running the whole scheme for the period of AATSR 
observations led to significant improvements in the AOD retrieval. As a consequence, it was 
possible for the first time to run this integrated approach over a large part of the Arctic 
cryosphere. This prompted us to test the validity/quality on much larger scales than being 
done in the article of Istomina et al. (2009), leading to the results we have shown in our 
manuscript.

We consider the integration of the individual steps as method development. The method developed 
we called AEROSNOW. Consequently, a subsequent validation must show that the methodology 
delivers valid results. For this reason, we emphasize that this novel methodology and its test for 
validity fits very well with the aims and scope of the EGU/AMT journal. 

In order to increase readability for the typical readership of the journal, we have made the changes 
in structure and the title of the revised manuscript as follows: 

We have included the description of both large building blocks of the new scheme, i.e. Istomina et 
al., 2009 and Jafariserajehlou et al., 2019 into Section 2 “Data Sets and Algorithms” in the revised 
manuscript. 

Further, we have added the description of the methodology into Section 3 “Methodology”, in which 
we have specified the  development of AEROSNOW scheme. For more clarity, we propose to add a 
flow chart of AEROSNOW in the revised manuscript. The flow chart of the building blocks of 
AEROSNOW is presented as Fig.1 below. 

Fig.1 Flowchart describing the important building blocks of the AEROSNOW scheme.

We propose to change the manuscript title as follows: “Retrieval of aerosol optical depth over 
the Arctic cryosphere during spring and summer using satellite observations”.
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Q2: Assuming the latter scenario, here are the suggestions: 1. Move new development of 
AEROSNOW algorithm development out of section 2 and make it a new section. Because in 
Section 2 is meant to introduce already existing data and algorithm. Everything that is pre-existing 
can be in that section and the new addition should be in methodology or a section called algorithm 
new development. 2. Change the title. 3. Article spent a page introducing cloud mask. If it is from 
previous paper, the cloud mask introduction is needed, but can be summarized more concisely. 
Response: 
Referee’s suggestion 1 and 2: We have followed the reviewer's recommendations and have made 
the structural changes that we outline in the text of our response to Q1. 

Referee’s suggestion 3: We have followed both of the reviewer's recommendations. Since the 
second reviewer suggests explaining the cloud masking approach (ASCIA) in more detail, we have 
summarized the cloud masking approach in Section 2.3.1 “Cloud detection Algorithm (ASCIA)”.

Q3 (i): The second problem that still exist is the uncertainty estimates. Retrieving aerosol over 
ice/snow surface using passive sensor is extremely hard due to little information content within the 
TOA reflectance that is dominated by surface. Thus, a small error/assumption mismatch in surface 
will cause large error in aerosol retrieval. The article needs to show convincing results that the 
surface assumption is valid and give solid uncertainty estimation on surface introduced error. It is 
well known that snow grain size change drastically from fresh snow to aged snow to melting snow. 
The assumption assumes same snow grain size introduce large uncertainties over areas that new 
snow will deposit, or old snow will melt, which in Figure 2, the elevated aerosol near Greenland 
southern coasts, seems solid evidence of this type of error. 
Response:
We thank the referee for acknowledging that the retrieval over bright surfaces is a difficult task. 

We are aware that snow grain size variability, melt ponds, and impurities in the snow can cause 
problems. For this reason, we had to filter the data using the NDSI and apply the aforementioned 
post-processing. By taking these measures we were able to perform retrievals utilizing the (simple) 
BRDF parametrization according to Kokhanovsky and Breon (2012).

We believe that the outcome of our validation is precisely following your request for "convincing 
results that the surface assumption is valid". 

The increased values of aerosols on the east coast of Greenland are located in the Fram Strait, which
is characterized by strong ice export. We agree with the referee that this is a potentially problematic 
region, but for different reasons. The ice flows in this region might be in the size range of the 
instrumental spatial resolution and might not be correctly identified by the NDSI filter.  Residual 
open ocean water fraction which is not identified by AEROSNOW might have an adverse effect on 
the retrieval quality. 

However, there is also the possibility that the AOD values are accurate, as there is evidence that 
high wind speeds in this region can lead to sea salt emissions (Rhodes et al., 2017). For this reason, 
as suggested by the referee in Q1, we also compared the AEROSNOW data with the GEOS-Chem 
simulations (such as in AboEl‐Fetouh et al., 2020/Hesaraki et. al., 2017, which is suggested by the 
referee as well in this review) 

We found model-based evidence that high wind speeds increase the sea salt concentration in this 
area and might be responsible for increased AOD values (see  Fig.3 below).  In absence of high 
spatio-temporal validation data in this region, we can neither rule out that the data are problematic, 
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nor that the high values are induced by  specific processes, such as high wind speeds. Consequently 
we want to keep these data points. 

Fig.2 Mean climatological MAM and JJA AEROSNOW derived AOD over Arctic sea ice averaged 
from the year 2003 to 2011. White area shows lack of data apart from the masked land area.

Fig.3 Seasonal mean of Spring (MAM, top panel) and Summer (JJA, lower panel) of GEOS-Chem 
simulated total and speciated AOD over Arctic Sea Ice averaged from the year 2003 to 2011 
colocated with AEROSNOW. The simulation of GEOS-Chem are done as per Hesaraki et. al., 2017.

Q3 (ii): The article says BRDF introduced error is 30%, but I don’t know how that is calculated or 
estimated. 
Response: 
To explain the error caused by the BRDF, the analysis performed by Istomina (2011) (described  in 
section 3.3.3 in her publicly available dissertation)  is used. Fig.4 shows the relationship between 
the simulated AOD and the input AOD with the blue solid line for the unperturbed case and the 
colored areas for the reflectances perturbed by 5%. A higher reflectance leads to a higher AOD and 
vice versa. It can be seen that a constant perturbation of the reflections by 5% does not lead to an 
offset type retrieval error, but to an error that increases with AOD. This means that, as expected, the 
assumption of a small atmospheric influence on the TOA reflection does not hold for larger AODs. 
However, the retrieval error can be assumed to be constant for an AOD below 0.30 (Fig.4), given a 
value of about ± 0.1 for the absolute AOD error. 

Furthermore, for the calculation of the relative error according to Istomina (2011), it can be 
assumed that the retrieval error is constant for the AOD below 0.3. However, in our study, one of 
the highest retrieved value of AOD is 0.15, so for example for an AOD value of 0.15 we obtain a 
simulated AOD value of 0.115 (Fig. 4), resulting in a relative error of 30%.
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Figure 4: The dependence of the retrieved AOD on the input AOD for the RT-simulated TOA 
reflections, unperturbed (blue solid line), increased by 5% (upper edge of the color-filled area), 
decreased by 5% (lower edge of the color-filled area). Adopted from (Istomina (2011), section 
3.3.3).
At line 246, we propose to modify: 
For our study, a narrow interval of NDSI was required to limit the BRDF-induced error in retrieving
the AOD, which is less than 30% using Istomina’s approach (Istomina (2011), Section 3.3.3; 
Kokhanovsky and Breon, 2012). 

Q3 (iii): The paper mentions that “The BRDF model is analytical and was compared with a series 
of multispectral and multidirectional measurements from the POLDER-3” However, it is not clear 
how are POLDER-3 TOA reflectance are guaranteed to be aerosol/thin clouds free. Also what is the 
result of the comparisons?
Response: 
We apologize if the message was not clearly conveyed to the referee. The BRDF model used in the 
aerosol retrieval algorithm of Istomina et al. (2009) is from Kokhanovsky and Breon (2012). In 
their paper the authors validated  the BRDF model  with a series of multispectral and 
multidirectional measurements from POLDER-3. The authors ensured cloud-free conditions and 
verified the performance of the snow BRDF which was derived by a radiative transfer model for 
snow based on asymptotic solution. Such an approach is  valid for a single scattering albedo of 
snow close to one (Kokhanovsky et al., 2011). Their results were validated using satellite 
measurements (POLDER) over the Arctic and Antarctic. It was found that the model can indeed be 
used to describe both the spectral and directional signatures of targets that are completely covered 
by snow. The deviations of the model from the measurements are less than 10%, and the correlation 
coefficients are above 0.85 in most cases analyzed over Arctic and Antarctica, although the model 
results are somewhat less anisotropic than the observations, especially in the forward scattering 
direction at large zenith viewing angles.

Q4: The third is that due to the limited AERONET site and their location, it is highly recommended
author to compare the satellite retrieved AOD against field campaign results (e.g. POLAR-AOD, 
MOSAiC-ACA, and AFLUX - Arctic). Another points regarding using AERONET is that the 
uncertainty of AERONET AOD retrieval and aerosol property retrieval over polar region should be 
mentioned and discussed (Mazzola et al., 2012). 
Response: 
The valuable field campaigns mentioned by the referee such as POLAR-AOD, MOSAiC-ACA, and 
AFLUX-Arctic do not fall within our study period of 2003 to 2011, as follows:
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1. POLAR-AOD:

• The first POLAR-AOD campaign:   was performed at Ny-Ålesund (78 550 N, 11 560 E, 
Svalbard Islands, Norway) from March 25 to April 5, 2006 (11 days), near the Rabben 
station of the National Institute of Polar Research (NIPR, Japan). It was organized and 
hosted by the AWI German station.

There are no colocations within 11 days measurement time period (March 25th  to April 5th, 
2006) (Mazzola et. al., 2011). 

• The second POLAR-AOD campaign which was held for intercomparison with the first one 
was performed over canary islands at 28°N latitude is thus not suitable. (Mazzola et. al., 
2011).

2. MOSAiC-ACA:

• MOSAiC ACA took place  from 28th  August until 16th  September 2020 (Mech et. al., 
2022).

2. AFLUX/PASCAL – Arctic:

• AFLUX – Arctic airborne campaign took from March 20th to April 15th 2019, close to th 
Svalbard islands (Mech et. al., 2022).

• PASCAL– Arctic shipborne campaign took from March 20th to April 15th 2019, close to th 
Svalbard islands (Wendisch et. al., 2019).

For all campaigns/expeditions after 2011 we could not achieve temporal collocation.

Yes, we agree with the referee, the uncertainty of AERONET AOD retrieval over the polar regions 
has been discussed as per Mazzola et al. (2012) in the revised manuscript.
At Line 223 we propose to add: 
The use of data sources other than AERONET for validation would have been very helpful. 
Unfortunately, data from valuable campaigns and expeditions such as POLAR-AOD (Mazzola et 
al., 2011), MOSAiC Expedition and MOSAiC-ACA (Mech et al., 2022), and AFLUX/PASCAL - 
Arctic (Mech et al., 2022) were only available after 2011. For this reason, we have focused on 
validation with ground-based  AERONET measurements.
 
There are some other points in the paper that need to be addressed:

1. The aerosol model provide lack of size distribution, also the parameter is not wavelength 
dependent, leaving question whether the retrieval is a single wavelength retrieval or utilizes more 
wavelength. Also there are many other aerosol model study over the study region that provide more 
comprehensive dataset (e.g. AboEl‐Fetouh et al., 2020).
Response: 
In this study, we used 555nm for the retrieval of the AOD. 

We would like to bring to the attention of the referee that the GEOS-Chem model simulation results
used in  AboEl‐Fetouh et al., 2020 are taken from Hesaraki et. al., 2017. These research articles 
focused only on the Canadian Arctic region for the time period of 2009 to 2012 for 4 years. Further, 
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in these two studies the focus was to compare GEOS-Chem simulated AOD with the AERONET 
retrieved AOD over the Canadian Arctic AERONET stations (such as Barrow, PEARL, OPAL, 
Resolute Bay, and Thule). 

In our investigation, we have comprehensively examined a time frame spanning almost a decade, 
from 2003 to 2011, which involved extensive coverage of spatio-temporal central Arctic sea ice. In 
addition, we have incorporated data from the Hornsund AERONET station in our validation, in 
addition to the Canadian Arctic AERONET stations like PEARL, OPAL and Thule.

We agree with the referee that there are several model studies conducted over the Arctic. Mainly 
with the focus on understanding  the uncertainties resulting from the direct effects and those on 
clouds, which are poorly represented in models (Boucher et al., 2013). The deficiency of many 
models is particularly true for the central Arctic sea ice region due to the lack of datasets with high 
spatiotemporal observational coverage and understanding of aerosols in this region (Schmale et al., 
2021). It is worth noting that several valuable studies have been conducted for Arctic aerosols using
models (such as Hardenberg et. al., 2012; Evangeliou et. al., 2016; Sand et. al., 2017; Breider et. al.,
2017; Ren et. al, 2020; Schmale et. al., 2021). All of these important and valuable studies cannot 
use aerosol observations over the entire central Arctic cryosphere with high spatial and temporal 
coverage. 

We therefore think, that the datasets generated in our study will help to improve model results 
related to aerosol loading in the high Arctic. We hope that they will also be used  when creating new
assimilated datasets in the central Arctic cryospheric region during ongoing Arctic warming.

The sparseness of available AOD datasets derived from observations may explain, at least in part, 
the variations of AOD simulations from different climate models (Sand et al., 2017). Without doubt, 
the lack of high spatial-temporally representative AOD measurements in the Arctic limits our 
knowledge about radiative forcing and the Arctic warming in global and regional climate models 
(Goosse et al., 2018).

2. What is the temporal resolution of the pre-constructed surface?
Response: 
We have not used a pre-constructed surface, rather we used the BRDF model that reproduces the 
directional variations in the measured reflectance  (Kokhanovsky and Breon, 2012), assuming a 
fixed snow grain size and snow contamination. This assumption is valid because the model is also 
able to reproduce the directional signature of snow, although its directional signature is very 
different from that of other types of surfaces such as vegetation or bare soil. A snow BRDF model 
was selected for our study and is explained in Eq. 3 to Eq. 10 of the revised manuscript. 

3. It is not clear that whether the retrieval is done only on pure snow-covered area (e.g. 100% snow 
cover) vs. the percentage of snow is estimated using NDSI.
Response: 
We would like to refer the referee to the line 189 of the manuscript as “Some corrections are needed
in order to take the snow structure into account as only pure snow-covered area is used for the 
retrieval and in the real AATSR measurements.”
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4. How are the data coverage impacted by solar zenith angle 75 degree cut off seasonally and 
spatially?
Response: 
The effects of the solar zenith angle of 75 degrees cut off is shown in Fig. 2 of the manuscript. Fig. 
2 of the manuscript is attached as Fig.5 of this author's response. 

Because of the cutoff of the zenith angle of 75 degrees, aerosol retrieval coverage in March and 
October is spatially limited, as shown in Fig.2 of the manuscript as well as the Fig.5 of this author’s 
response. 

Fig.5. Pan-Arctic seasonal view of AEROSNOW retrieved AOD over snow and ice averaged from 
the year 2003 to 2011 for the months March to October, thus large parts of the period of insolation. 
Red circles indicate the location of AERONET stations

5. Paragraph 235 doesn’t make sense and maybe better to place it where NDSI is introduced.
Response: We agree with the referee, we have moved the paragraph at line number 235 to 238 to 
line number 200 below the Eq.8. 
We propose to move the paragraph at line 235 to line 200: 
The NDSI is an index that refers to the presence of snow in a pixel and is a more accurate 
description of snow detection compared to fractional snow cover. Snow typically has a very high 
reflectance in the visible spectrum (VIS) and a very low reflectance in the shortwave infrared 
(SWIR). Snow coverage is determined by the NDSI ratio of the difference between the VIS and 
SWIR reflectance, and is defined in Eq. 13.

6. The filter of NDSI< 0.97 that is used to filter out 100% central Greenland isn’t clear. Is there any 
reason for picking this 0.97? What does snow coverage looks like with different NDSI values? With
that NDSI adjustment already included in SCF, is such a high value cut off using NDSI justified?
Response: [The response to this question was described in Q5 in the authors response to referee #1 
in our first round of answers and to Q3 in this round].

To apply the approach at fixed snow grain size and account for potential snow contamination, we 
depend on snow cover. Moreover, the occurrence of snow in a pixel is established by NDSI, which 
offers a more precise depiction of snow detection as opposed to fractional snow cover (Riggs et al., 
2017). Snow generally reflects the visible spectrum (VIS) quite well and exhibits low reflectance 
levels.  Reflectance in the shortwave infrared (SWIR). The NDSI is calculated as the ratio of the 
difference between the visible (VIS) and SWIR reflectance: NDSI = ((bandvis - bandswir) / 
(bandvis + bandswir)). A pixel exhibiting an NDSI > 0.0 is indicative of snow cover, while a pixel 
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with an NDSI <= 0.0 represents a snow-free ground surface (Riggs et al., 2017). The determination 
of the seemingly arbitrary threshold value of 0.97 was based on the validation process, which 
revealed clear over- or underestimations of the AOD when located over non-adequate surfaces.

In this study, the NDSI was used in a rigorous post-processing scheme to filter out the mixed and 
snow-free regions to minimize the impact of the surface on the top of atmospheric reflectance
(TOA), therefore minimizing the impact on AOD retrieval. Fig.6 of this author's response shows the
spatial snow cover over the Arctic as different NDSI values.

Fig.6. Pan-Arctic seasonal view of NDSI averaged from the year 2003 to 2011 for the months 
March to October, thus large parts of the period of insolation. Red circles indicate the location of 
AERONET stations.

7. Line 247 mentioned 30% less of BRDF-introduced error. The way this number is calculated isn’t 
clear.
Response: [We would ask the referee to read the author's answer to question Q3(ii), as we have 
already answered this question.]

8. The uncertainty of MODIS cloud fraction over Arctic is not mentioned. It is expected to have 
large error (at least 10%) of CF over this region, with mostly missing thin cloud and cloud very 
close to the ground. How are these uncertainties impact the retrieval?
Response: 
We agree with the referee. The MODIS CF products discrepancies with respect to Arctic has been 
discussed in the revised manuscript. 

It is true that the CF from MODIS over the Arctic does not have the quality it usually has (Liu et al.,
2022). However, it must be noted that this is part of the post-processing. A relatively reliable cloud 
masking has already been done using ASCIA. The post-processing shall be considered  merely as an
additional safeguard for the data. If it fails it induces additional loss of the data or can (also) not 
mask clouds (as ASCIA in one of the previous steps). 
At line 250, we propose to add: 
As per Liu et al.(2022) for the MODIS Terra and Aqua CF products over the Arctic, the 
discrepancies caused by different sensors and different algorithms are ±2% and ±5% with respect to
the International Arctic Atmospheric Observing Systems (IASOA). The exact locations of the 
IASOA observatories are shown in Fig. 1 of (Uttal et al., 2016).
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9. Figure 2 shall include another map of number of data points.
Response: 
We agree with the referee. We have added the map of number of data points in the revised 
manuscript.

Fig.7. Pan-Arctic seasonal view of number of pixels used for calculating average AOD, averaged 
from the year 2003 to 2011 for the months March to October, thus large parts of the period of 
insolation. Red circles indicate the location of AERONET stations.
We propose to add map of number of data points presented above in the Fig.7 (in the manuscript as 
Fig. 4b) of the manuscript. 

At line 267, we propose to modify: 
The spatio-temporal frequency of observations over the Arctic from both ground and satellite is 
greater in summer (JJA) than in spring (MAM). Fig. 4(a) shows the monthly averaged AOD over 
snow and Arctic ice for the period 2003-2011, with significant differences in the spatial distribution 
of AOD. Fig. 4(b) shows the number of pixels used to average AOD per grid cell during 2003-2011 
for March through October.

10. Is the reduced major axis method results significantly differ from normal linear fit? Although 
there is measurement error in AERONET, compared to satellite retrieved AOD, the measurement 
error in AERONET is almost negligible. Thus, the regular linear fit is also appropriate.
Response: [A similar question has been raised by the 2nd referee in the first round of review. We 
post here our answer.]

The reduced major axis (RMA) regression takes into account the uncertainties (or errors) on the two
variables, while the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression takes into account the uncertainties on 
one variable. Here we are looking for the best linear agreement between the two variables (which 
must be the same regardless of the variable in X or in Y, therefore  we are looking for a symmetrical
relationship). For this, different methods are possible (for example by minimizing the perpendicular
distance or the triangle), and we choose the RMA (so by minimizing the triangle).

This can be seen in the validation Figure 8 and 9 given below.  For Hornsund and Thule AERONET
station, the slope has increased from 0.71 and 0.88 in linear fit approach to 0.88, 1.01 in reduced 
major axis approach respectively.
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Fig.8. Validation of monthly mean AEROSNOW retrieved AOD colocated with monthly mean 
AERONET observation AOD obtained over PEARL, OPAL, Hornsund, and Thule stations. The 
linear regression lines are shown as blue dashed line (for reduced major axis approach)

Fig.9. Validation of monthly mean AEROSNOW retrieved AOD colocated with monthly mean 
AERONET observation AOD obtained over PEARL, OPAL, Hornsund, and Thule stations. The 
linear regression lines are shown as blue dashed line (for normal linear fit approach).

11. Figure 6, the elevated aerosol loading in April is not shown within these three circles where 
AERONET located at. Elevated AOD exist at outside rim and there is no data to validate that.
Response: 
There is a misunderstanding here. Unfortunately, we failed to point out that the red circles in Fig. 2 
do not represent the radius of the collocation of 25km (they would have been much too small for 
visualization on the pan-Arctic map), but are only for orientation. To avoid such misunderstandings,
we have added a note to the caption of Figure 2.
We propose to add in the title of the Fig.2:
Pan-Arctic seasonal view of AEROSNOW retrieved AOD over snow and ice averaged from the 
year 2003 to 2011 for the months March to October, thus large parts of the period of insolation. Red

11

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20
AERONET AOD 0.55 m

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

AE
RO

SN
O

W
 A

O
D

 0
.5

5 
m N = 11

y = (1.20±0.18)x + ( 0.009±0.009)
RMSE = 0.01
R = 0.90

PEARL

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20
AERONET AOD 0.55 m

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

AE
RO

SN
O

W
 A

O
D

 0
.5

5 
m N = 13

y = (1.10±0.11)x + ( 0.001±0.007)
RMSE = 0.010
R = 0.94

OPAL

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20
AERONET AOD 0.55 m

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20
AE

RO
SN

O
W

 A
O

D
 0

.5
5 

m N = 25
y = (0.88±0.11)x + (0.007±0.009)
RMSE = 0.017
R = 0.81

Hornsund

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20
AERONET AOD 0.55 m

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

AE
RO

SN
O

W
 A

O
D

 0
.5

5 
m N = 26

y = (1.01±0.103)x + ( 0.005±0.007)
RMSE = 0.013
R = 0.87

Thule

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20
AERONET AOD 0.55 m

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

AE
RO

SN
O

W
 A

O
D

 0
.5

5 
m N = 11

y = (1.08±0.18)x + ( 0.003±0.009)
RMSE = 0.01
R = 0.90

PEARL

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20
AERONET AOD 0.55 m

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

AE
RO

SN
O

W
 A

O
D

 0
.5

5 
m N = 13

y = (1.03±0.11)x + (0.003±0.007)
RMSE = 0.010
R = 0.94

OPAL

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20
AERONET AOD 0.55 m

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

AE
RO

SN
O

W
 A

O
D

 0
.5

5 
m N = 25

y = (0.71±0.11)x + (0.020±0.009)
RMSE = 0.017
R = 0.81

Hornsund

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20
AERONET AOD 0.55 m

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

AE
RO

SN
O

W
 A

O
D

 0
.5

5 
m N = 26

y = (0.88±0.10)x + (0.004±0.007)
RMSE = 0.013
R = 0.87

Thule



circles indicate the location of AERONET stations for guidance. The size of the red circles is not 
identical to the spatial collocation radius of 25 km, which we have used in the validation.

12. Line 314-323 that section that explains the identification of aerosol over sea ice should be in 
methodology. 
Response: 
We agree with the referee.
We propose to move the paragraph at line 314-323 to section 2.3.2 of the revised manuscript.
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Referee #2

Previous title: Spring and summertime aerosol optical depth retrieval 
over the Arctic cryosphere by using satellite observations

Revised title #2: Retrieval of aerosol optical depth over the Arctic 
cryosphere during spring and summer using satellite observations

The authors would like to thank the reviewer for her/his interest and efforts  to review our 
manuscript.

We hope that we have been able to answer satisfactorily the questions raised and clarify parts of the 
manuscript which were unclear or ambiguous. 

We have changed the title of the manuscript to as per the first referee’s suggestions. 

In the following the referee comments and criticisms, our responses, as authors, and our resultant 
changes to the manuscript are colored black, blue and red respectively.

I appreciate the effort of the authors in addressing my previous comments. However, in my opinion,
the manuscript still has significant issues.

Q1: I asked the authors to give more actual details about the algorithm that was developed. The 
authors have added more text to the section 2.1.2. but many of the additions are just some results 
not really suitable for the method development part of the manuscript and citations without any 
details given. For example: "We set this value to ±30 min in this study (Jafariserajehlou et al., 
2019), while cloudy or partly cloudy scenes exhibit much greater spatial and temporal variability." 
Without good knowledge on work by Jafariserajehlou et al. I do not understand what is meant here. 
The authors also give some results with no further details, for example on what region/stations and 
time were used. An example: "The ASCIA cloud detection algorithm achieved promising agreement
of more than 95% and 83% within ±2 and ±1 okta, respectively, compared to ground-based synoptic
surface observations (SYNOP) (WMO, 1995)".
Response: 
Your criticism and that of referee 1 led us to thoroughly revise the description of the methods 
section of this manuscript.  For a better understanding, we briefly repeat the building blocks of our 
method (same text as the answer to Referee 1):

Step 1: We presented an existing AOD retrieval algorithm (Istomina et al (2009)) published 
in 2009, which we improved by integrating a novel cloud identification scheme 
Jafariserajehlou et al. (2019), which is published in 2019. The cloud detection algorithm is 
presented in Jafariserajehlou et al. (2019).

Step 2: We used the approach from step 1 and further introduced a post-processing scheme
which additionally helped in filtering unreliable AOD retrievals.

Step 3: By integrating step 1 and 2 and running the whole scheme for the period of AATSR

1



observations led to significant improvements in the AOD retrieval. As a consequence, it was
possible for the first time to run this integrated approach over a large part of the Arctic
cryosphere. This prompted us to test the validity/quality on much larger scales than being
done in the article of Istomina et al. (2009), leading to the results we have shown in
our manuscript.

For more clarity, we propose to add a flow chart of AEROSNOW in the revised manuscript as 
follows: 

Fig.1 Flowchart describing the important building blocks of the AEROSNOW scheme.

More details on cloud masking (ASCIA) and the AOD retrieval are given in dedicated subsections 
of section 2.3. The integration of the individual building blocks (as illustrated in the flowchart 
shown above) is described in a new section 3 “Methodology”.

Regarding your question concerning ASCIA: In this study, cloud-free scenes are assumed to be 
unchanged or only slightly changed for a given sampling period of ±30 min, while cloudy or partly 
cloudy scenes exhibit much greater spatial and temporal variability as per (Jafariserajehlou et al., 
2019).

The cloud fraction retrieved by ASCIA has been validated with SYNOP (WMO, 1995) ground-
based cloud fraction measurements for the time period of AATSR (the year 2003 to 2011) and 
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SLSTR (the year 2018). The World Meteorological Organization (WMO) established SYNOP 
stations for weather information around the world. The locations of the SYNOP stations used for the
ASCIA validation within the Arctic circle are shown in Fig. 1 of this author’s response, as well as 
added below. 

Fig.1 SYNOP network coverage over the Arctic, the dark-blue points indicate the location of 
SYNOP stations (adopted from Jafariserajehlou et al. (2019)).
We propose to change the manuscript title as follows: “Retrieval of aerosol optical depth over 
the Arctic cryosphere during spring and summer using satellite observations”.

Q2: The authors also give some statements that are not justified in any way and therefore cannot be 
verified. Example: "In general, ASCIA shows better performance in detecting clouds in a ground 
scene observed at high latitudes than other algorithms applied to AATSR measurements."
Response: 
We refer to the assessment performed in Jafariserajehlou et al. (2019) where the ASCIA cloud 
detection algorithm achieved promising agreement of more than 95% and 83% within ±2 and ±1 
okta, respectively, by comparison with ground-based synoptic surface observations (SYNOP) 
(WMO, 1995). In general, ASCIA shows better performance in detecting clouds in a ground scene 
observed at high latitudes than other algorithms applied to AATSR measurements (Jafariserajehlou 
et. al., 2019).
We have added the description of the cloud identification algorithm of Jafariserajehlou et al. (2019) 
into section 2.3.1 “Cloud detection Algorithm (ASCIA)” of the revised manuscript. In particular, at 
line number 184 of the revised manuscript we have added “The ASCIA cloud detection algorithm 
achieved promising agreement of more than 95% and 83% within ±2 and ±1 okta when compared 
with ground-based synoptic surface observations (SYNOP) (WMO, 1995) over the Arctic.”.

Q3: Many of the details in section 2.1.2 are given in a way that it is not possible to follow. For 
example: "As a result, PCC values calculated between multiple pairs of data for ground scenes of 
the same area at different times provide an indication of whether the scene is cloud-covered or 
cloud-free". Based on "multiple pairs of data" it is impossible to say if the correlation was computed
for AOD, surface reflectance, top-of-atmosphere reflectance or something else.
Response: 
The PCC values calculate reflectance at the  top of the atmosphere between multiple pairs of data 
for ground scenes of the same area at different times give an indication of whether the scene is 
cloud-covered or cloud-free.
In section 2.3.1 “Cloud detection Algorithm (ASCIA)” of the revised manuscript  at line number 
144  we added “Consequently, the P CC values are derived using sets of reflectances at TOA of the 
same area at different times, which give an indication of whether the scene is cloudy or cloud-free 
(Lyapustin et al., 2008)”.
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Q4: I also asked for the cost function to be minimized in the retrieval to be shown in the 
manuscript. In the revised manuscript, the authors write: "The actual retrieval is working on 
Equations 7 and 4, and is minimized with respect to the optical depth (tau) at 555nm as a cost 
function." I do not understand what is meant by "minimizing equations 7 and 4" and would not be 
able reproduce the algorithm based on the details given in the manuscript.
Response: 
In the newly created section 2.3.2 “Aerosol retrieval Algorithm” of the revised manuscript we now 
presented the cost function as Eq.18. 

Q5: "The reflectance thresholds for a 3.7μm channel were used in the second part of ASCIA." 
However, no values for the thresholding are given and I cannot say if the authors mean top-of-
atmosphere reflectance or surface reflectance.
Response: 
We have added a brief description of the cloud identification algorithm of Jafariserajehlou et al. 
(2019) in section 2.3.1 “Cloud detection Algorithm (ASCIA)” in the revised manuscript. At line 
number 165 to 170 of the revised manuscript we have added the thresholds for a 3.7μm channel 
used in the second part of ASCIA for the top of the atmospheric (TOA) reflectance.

Q6: Overall, the section 2.1.2 is very difficult to follow and understand. I feel that based on the 
details given in the manuscript, it is not possible to replicate the results of the manuscript. It may be 
possible that everything was carried out correctly and following good scientific practices but I can 
not verify them based on this documentation shown in the manuscript.
Response: 
We are sorry if the section 2.1.2 was difficult to follow. We have made changes in the revised 
manuscript to improve readability according to our explanations to Q1. 

Q7: Furthermore, all the changes the authors have listed as proposed changes in the reply to referee 
have not been done in the actual manuscript as mentioned in the reply. For example: "At the end of 
line 19, we propose to add: The Arctic has experienced a significant increase in near-surface air 
temperatures over the past three decades: the rate of temperature increase being about four times 
larger than the global mean (Rantanen et al., 2022). This phenomenon is known as Arctic 
Amplification (AA)." This change has not been done in the revised manuscript.
Response: 
We are sorry for this. We have corrected the mistake in the revised manuscript. We carefully 
rechecked the revised manuscript and have not found any missing entries any more. 
At line 22, we propose to modify: 
The Arctic has experienced a significant increase in near-surface air temperatures over the past three
decades: the rate of temperature increase being about four times larger than the global mean 
(Rantanen et al., 2022). This phenomenon is known as Arctic Amplification (AA). 

Q8: The authors claim both in the original and revised manuscript: "Uncertainties due to both space
and time sampling differences are minimized". To be precise, just by using a certain collocation 
protocol (25km + 30min) does not minimize the uncertainties due to space and time. Also, minimize
uncertainties of what?
Response: 
We would like to remove the sentence  “Uncertainties due to both space and time sampling 
differences are minimized” from our revised manuscript. 
At line 278, we propose to remove: 
Uncertainties due to both space and time sampling differences are minimized.
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Q9: Finally, the authors justify some of their findings by citing an another manuscript under review 
in ACP. The ACP manuscript is written by the same authors and there they cite this AMT 
manuscript under review. I find it problematic to submit two quite similar manuscripts to two 
different journals simultaneously and cross-cite between the manuscripts many times and justify 
selections and findings in the other manuscript by the non-reviewed results shown in the other 
manuscript.
Response: 
We would like to remove the citations of our ACP manuscript (https://doi.org/10.5194/egusphere-
2023-730) from this AMT manuscript. 

We would like to bring to the notice of the referee that, our ACP manuscript 
(https://doi.org/10.5194/egusphere-2023-730) is very different from the AMT manuscript. 

In our AMT manuscript we presented the method as well as validation for the retrieval of the AOD 
for the pan-Arctic cryospheric region. 

Whereas, in our ACP manuscript, we used GEOS-Chem global 3D chemical transport model 
simulations to find out that whether the aerosol components originating from natural and 
anthropogenic sources are attributed to AEROSNOW retrieved aerosol distributions over pan-Arctic
sea ice region with high spatio-temporal coverage.

In addition, we have also performed a large-scale analysis focusing on the more spatio-temporal 
overage with regional, seasonal and annual variability of AOD components originating from 
anthropogenic as well as natural  sources. Further, we investigated the impact of smoke intrusion 
events due to biomass burning, and seasonal change in precipitation on the aerosol variability and 
more importantly aerosol composition over the central Arctic cryospheric region. 
At line 302, we propose to remove the citation: 
This difference can be explained by using a chemical transport model by separating the total AOD 
to aerosol components (Breider et al., 2014)

At line 344, we propose to remove the citation: 
The high anthropogenic aerosol loading (Arctic haze events) due to long-range transport (Willis et 
al., 2018) over Arctic snow and ice is captured by the AOD determined by AEROSNOW. 

At line 352, we propose to remove the citation:
The promising AOD results obtained with AEROSNOW indicate that these can be used to evaluate 
and improve aerosol predictions for various chemical transport models (Willis et al., 2018), 
especially over the Arctic sea ice in spring and summer for the important period 2003-2011, which 
is within the period of Arctic amplification.
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