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General comments:

The authors have addressed most of my concerns in this round. I appreciate the efforts
and hard work by these authors. Nevertheless, some new problems emerge due to the
substantial made to the original version, which mainly lies at the non-efficient discussion
for the result interpretation. Moreover, several figures need to be modified for their
unclear labels. I will recommend its publication after adequately addressing the following
concerns.

Specific comments:

Figure 1: I am confused and surprised that the authors did not correctly show the
geographic coordinates for the whole study area – Antanctic continent. It is supposed to
have equal latitude and longitude grid. Nevertheless, I can not see the label of latitude for
this map.

Section 2.1: The literatures on the robustness and accuracy of radiosounding
measurements used here are missing, making it hard to convince the readers to believe
the analysis results based on these observations. Some necessary discussion regarding
this issue can be added by referring to the following references: 
DOI:10.3390/rs13020173 and https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-21-17079-2021.

Figure 7: There exists silimar issues like Figure 1. 



Figures 8 and 9: My hunch is that the labels for the lines shown in Figure 7 is not correct
considering the longitude information is missing (there appears only latitude coordinate in
the Abscissa, and is not enough to accurately describe the coordinates).

L340: I can not find Figure 12 throughout the manuscipt. If my guess is right, the authors
may want to refer to Figures 8-9.

In section5: The authors discussed the potential influential factors, including temperature
inversion, katabatic winds and polar vortex. The nature for the latter two factors is
concerned with the shear-induced turbulence. Nevertheless, the authors did not mention
wind shear at all. This is supposed to be avoided. Besides, recent study (Xue et al.,
Q.J.2022, doi:10.1002/qj.4262) indicated that katabatic winds could be linked to trapped
lee wave and result in enhanced turbulence, which can be added in attempt to increase
the readability and scientific level. 

Also, buoyancy, cloud cooling, convection, gravity wave (and its breaking) could be other
variables that are ignored in this section. The authors can refer to the following
references:

doi: 10.1088/1367-2630/aa5d63

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2021.116534

https://doi.org/10.1029/2018JD029479

https://doi.org/10.3390/s20030677

https://doi.org/10.1088/1748-9326/abf461

doi: 10.1016/j.uclim.2022.101151

https://doi.org/10.1029/2022JD037174

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00382-021-06075-2
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