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This manuscript describes a dataset collected during a two-month deployment of a
comprehensive set of instruments including multiple radars, an ice particle imager, and
surface weather stations to the Princess Elisabeth Station located in East Antarctica. The
dataset provides a unique opportunity to examine measurements from a remote yet very
important location for the study of mixed-phase clouds and their impact on the ice SMB.
That said, I am disappointed that the authors decided not to share the radar spectra data
in a repository, given that there are numerous free options for the storage of very large
datasets open to the community. For example, even at the authors’ home institute, there
is a data repository enabling free uploads of up to 10TB (see
https://www.epfl.ch/campus/library/acoua-support/), which I think should be sufficient for
2-months of radar spectra data, assuming repository volume constraints are the reason
the spectra data were not uploaded, as noted in the Data Availability section. Aside from
that, I am surprised that the authors submitted the manuscript in its current form with
two non-readable figures(!): both figures 3 and 4 lack or contain bogus axis ticks, scales,
and titles. Captions require some rewording. I cannot interpret the figures as they are now
or evaluate the related text. The text has quite a lot of typos and grammatical errors,
some of which are listed below, as well as other issues that I’d have expected the authors
to fix before submission. Because I ultimately appreciate the value of this dataset, I
recommend “only” major revisions.

 

Other comments:



5 - remove 's' from 'profilers'
23 - missing space
30 - the the
61 - took part in the campaign
62 - 'such as'
81 - following what?
Table 1 is missing an explanation/definition of the different parameters.
99 - This is the first time site coordinates are provided. I think that the station
coordinates should be provided in the first instance mentioning the station in the main
text.
120 - here and elsewhere, nunatak is not capitalized, which is confusing.
125 - what is the MRR-PRO? Only the MRR-2 was mentioned thus far.
165 onward - here the authors use 'latitude' and 'longitude' to specify coordinates,
whereas previously they specified 'N' and 'E'.
195 - Doviak and Zrnic - please provide a relevant chapter since this is a pretty long
textbook.
212 - redundant 'a'
220 - missing reference and/or year.
3.1.2 - is there an estimate of the magnitude of potential calibration offset/drift from
July 2018 until the actual deployment date more than a year later?
240 - sentence reads awkwardly - recommend rewording.
249 - radiosoundings
250 - below then
265 - non-meteorological returns can have SNR much greater than 0 dB, so the
question here is what do the authors mean in the text?
269 - here and elsewhere: panel 3.a - this is confusing. Simply state "fig. 3a"
276 - Since this is an article that describes the full radar dataset, I would like to see the
comparison between the three radar types without being required to search for a
different article. In its current form, I cannot evaluate the rest of this paragraph.
296 - missing '.'
322-323 - if graupel is common yet there's a lack of rimed particles in the MXPol data,
there is an inconsistency between the MASC and the MXPol. This is further emphasized
in fig. 6, where there is an inconsistency in the timing of relatively higher riming
occurrence. Since MASC directly captures particle images, I presume that its
classification is more robust than a remote-sensing retrieval. So the question asked is
how accurate and what is the value of the MXPol particle classification retrieval? How
can these retrievals be used without reaching questionable conclusions? Guidance must
be provided to users concerning the limitations of those retrievals.
326 - I think it is deceptive to claim that (useful) data were collected from November
since only the W-band radar was operated towards the end of November and this was
also in a test/calibration mode in the first several days as noted by the authors, so the
effective date range should be December to February.
347 - February 2107
350 – missing reference for ERA5
1 - I would add text to the central panel specifying the location of the different sites
mentioned by the authors (verheyefjellet, nunatak, etc.)
1 caption - visibility --> detectability
Still Fig. 1 - I cannot differentiate between the red and brown lines. Also, I see dashed-
dotted and dotted but not a dashed line as specified in the caption. Also, I recommend
shading the azimuth range not covered in the PPI scans, as indicated in the text.
2 - for end users, it would be useful to provide the actual date on the x-axis.
5 - downwelling IR cannot be evaluated because of the different magnitudes relative to
the SW. Recommend plotting on a different scale.
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