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Abstract. In this study, we use a synergy of in situ and remote sensing measurements collected during the
SOuthwest FOGs 3D experiment for processes study (SOFOG3D) field campaign in autumn and winter 2019–
2020 to analyse the thermodynamic and turbulent processes related to fog formation, evolution, and dissipation
across southwestern France. Based on a unique measurement dataset (synergy of cloud radar, microwave ra-
diometer, wind lidar, and weather station data) combined with a fog conceptual model, an analysis of the four
deepest fog episodes (two radiation fogs and two advection–radiation fogs) is conducted. The results show that
radiation and advection–radiation fogs form under deep and thin temperature inversions, respectively. For both
fog categories, the transition period from stable to adiabatic fog and the fog adiabatic phase are driven by vertical
mixing associated with an increase in turbulence in the fog layer due to mechanical production (turbulence kinetic
energy (TKE) up to 0.4 m2 s−2 and vertical velocity variance (σ 2

w) up to 0.04 m2 s−2) generated by increasing
wind and wind shear. Our study reveals that fog liquid water path, fog top height, temperature, radar reflectiv-
ity profiles, and fog adiabaticity derived from the conceptual model evolve in a consistent manner to clearly
characterise this transition. The dissipation time is observed at night for the advection–radiation fog case stud-
ies and after sunrise for the radiation fog case studies. Night-time dissipation is driven by horizontal advection
generating mechanical turbulence (TKE at least 0.3 m2 s−2 and σ 2

w larger than 0.04 m2 s−2). Daytime dissipation
is linked to the combination of thermal and mechanical turbulence related to solar heating (near-surface sensi-
ble heat flux larger than 10 W m−2) and wind shear, respectively. This study demonstrates the added value of
monitoring fog liquid water content and depth (combined with wind, turbulence, and temperature profiles) and
diagnostics such as fog liquid water reservoir and adiabaticity to better explain the drivers of the fog life cycle.
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1 Introduction

Fog is an extreme meteorological phenomenon forming in
several regions of the Earth under different atmospheric con-
ditions depending on the season and location (Gultepe et al.,
2007). It is defined as the suspension of water droplets in the
lowest troposphere, which reduces the horizontal visibility to
at least 1000 m or lower. Fog has significant negative impacts
on air, road, and marine traffic, causing large economical and
human losses (Bartok et al., 2012; Bartoková et al., 2015;
Huang and Chen, 2016). It also has a high impact on solar
energy, particularly in the mid-latitudes during autumn and
winter. Based on in situ measurements, several studies have
focused on fog formation at different regions and highlighted
the main processes leading to its initiation, allowing the def-
inition of five categories of fog: radiation fog (Price, 2019),
advection–radiation fog (Gultepe et al., 2007, 2009; Niu et
al., 2010a, b; Dupont et al., 2012), advection fog (Koračin
et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2016; Fernando et al., 2021), fog by
stratus lowering (Koračin et al., 2001; Fathalli et al., 2022),
and precipitation fog (Tardif and Rasmussen, 2007; Liu et
al., 2012). According to the literature, several processes are
identified as driving fog evolution and dissipation depending
on each category. Fog formation requires a low intensity of
turbulence (Nakanishi, 2000; Bergot, 2013; Price, 2019).

Dhangar et al. (2021) found that optically thin fog devel-
ops under low-turbulence kinetic energy and that the transi-
tion to dense fog is observed when the turbulence increases
and reaches high enough values to allow the vertical mixing
of the fog layer. The dissipation of radiation fog is usually
observed after sunrise and linked with the increase in solar
heating, leading to the evaporation of water drops and a ver-
tical mixing of water vapour (Roach, 1995; Haeffelin et al.,
2010; Maalick et al., 2016). Bergot et al. (2015) relied on
large eddy simulations (LESs) to characterise the role of dry
downdrafts in allowing solar radiation to reach the ground
and increase turbulence, leading to the dissipation. Addition-
ally, Pauli et al. (2022) studied the climatology of fog and
low stratus cloud formation and dissipation times in central
Europe using satellite data and showed that fog dissipation
is also often related to topography. The dissipation processes
are more difficult to study than the fog formation processes
due to the complexity of fog’s scale. At the state of the art,
based on case studies, numerical weather prediction mod-
els (Philip et al., 2016; Bell et al., 2022) and high-resolution
models (Price et al., 2018; Ducongé et al., 2020; Fathalli et
al., 2022) including LESs (Bergot et al., 2015; Mazoyer et al.,
2017) have the ability to simulate fog formation in several
complex areas. However, they have difficulties in simulat-
ing the processes driving fog evolution over land in real time
(Steeneveld et al., 2015; Price et al., 2015; Román-Cascón et
al., 2016; Wærsted et al., 2019; Pithani et al., 2020; Boutle et
al., 2022).

Toledo et al. (2021) developed a one-column conceptual
model of adiabatic continental fog allowing for the defini-
tion of key fog metrics as the equivalent fog adiabaticity by
closure and the reservoir of liquid water path (RLWP) that
can be estimated in real time, allowing for a diagnostic of
fog evolution. Based on 7 years of measurements collected
at SIRTA (Site Instrumental de Recherche par Télédétection
Atmosphérique), a French observatory located at Palaiseau,
France, Toledo et al. (2021) have validated their model on
the timing of fog dissipation using the RLWP. The limitation
of this model is that the estimation of the reservoir depends
on fog-specific parameters and does not take into account lo-
cal (turbulence) or large-scale (advection) processes. Indeed,
to further understand uncertainties associated with the esti-
mation of the RLWP, the validation of the model using data
from other measurement sites having a large occurrence of
fog is another step before using it as a nowcasting tool.

Finding the right instruments allowing nowcasting fog is
also another challenge that can be partly resolved by field
campaigns combining both in situ and remote sensing mea-
surements and numerical simulations. At the state of the
art, nowcasting fog requires more efforts for in situ mea-
surements and modelling. In this context, the Southwest
Fogs 3D (SOFOG3D) project, led by Météo-France, was
designed to document local processes involved in fog for-
mation, evolution, and dissipation to better improve its pre-
dictability in numerical weather prediction models.

In order to improve our understanding of the processes
driving the fog life cycle and to validate the fog conceptual
model from Toledo et al. (2021) in another region than the
one in which it was developed, the current study aims to iden-
tify the main dynamical and thermodynamic processes driv-
ing fog’s formation, evolution, and dissipation in the frame-
work of SOFOG3D project. In particular, the role of hori-
zontal advection, atmospheric stability, and turbulence is fur-
ther analysed to better identify the drivers of radiation and
radiation–advection fog phases. Using an instrumental syn-
ergy of in situ and remote sensing measurements and the fog
conceptual model, the phenomenology of fog and the differ-
ent phases driving its evolution are deeply analysed consider-
ing four heavy fog case studies observed over southwestern
France during winter 2019–2020.

This paper is structured into five sections. The datasets
and methodological approach are described in Sect. 2. Sec-
tion 3 gives an analysis of the processes involved in fog
evolution based on two different categories of fog formation
phenomenology. Section 4 includes a discussion of the ther-
modynamical and turbulent processes driving the fog phases,
and Sect. 5 presents the conclusion.

2 Data and methodology

In a mesoscale context, the SOFOG3D field experiment is lo-
cated in southwestern France, in the Nouvelle-Aquitaine re-
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gion (Fig. 1a). The field campaign was carried out during the
autumn and winter 2019–2020 period leading to 15 intensive
observation periods (IOPs). A unique dataset has been col-
lected across a complex region with a very contrasted topog-
raphy. This region is bordered in the east by the Massif Cen-
tral, in the west by the Atlantic Ocean, in the north by Bor-
deaux, and in the south by the Pyrenees. In the region, several
dynamical effects can be observed, such as sea breeze, land
breeze, and mesoscale foehn circulations influencing the fog
life cycle. At the local scale, the supersite under focus here
is bordered by two rivers: La Garonne to the east and L’Eyre
to the west (Fig. 1a). These two rivers and the surrounding
surface heterogeneities can modulate the fog formation and
dissipation times. During the campaign, several in situ and
remote sensing measurements were jointly deployed in the
studied area of SOFOG3D. In this paper, our analysis focuses
on the data collected in the surroundings of the supersite at
Charbonnière, the most instrumented site (Fig. 1b). Below,
the descriptions of the in situ and remote sensing measure-
ments and then the fog conceptual model are presented with
emphasis on the main meteorological variables used in this
study.

2.1 Dataset

2.1.1 Surface measurement data

A network of surface weather stations was installed in the
study domain of SOFOG3D at the vicinity of Charbonnière
to document the spatial variability of fog and surface het-
erogeneities at the local scale (Fig. 1b). Four weather sta-
tions were also deployed around the supersite in a northeast–
southwest transect (Fig. 1b). These stations were installed at
Moustey, Cape Sud, Tuzan, and Noaillan, almost at the same
altitude, and operated continuously with very high temporal
resolution (0.1 s time interval) during the period from 18 Oc-
tober 2019 to 31 December 2020. In addition to temperature,
pressure, relative humidity sensors, and anemometers, a scat-
terometer provided the visibility used to estimate fog forma-
tion and dissipation times at each station. Temperature data
are used to characterise the spatial variability of the radiative
cooling, and wind speed and direction are used for the local
circulations.

In this study, fog occurrence is defined using the visibility
at the supersite based on an algorithm developed by Tardif
and Rasmussen (2007). This algorithm consists of dividing
visibility time series into 10 min blocks. A fog block means
that half of the visibility measurements during a 10 min pe-
riod are below 1000 m. Blocks are characterised by a posi-
tive or negative construct. A positive construct indicates that
five consecutive blocks of which the central block is fog and
at least two other blocks are also fog blocks. The opposite
means a negative construct. Thus, the fog formation time
corresponds to the first fog block in the first positive con-
struct encountered. The fog dissipation time corresponds to

the last fog block in the last positive construct before either
a negative construct or three consecutive non-fog blocks are
encountered. This algorithm discards fog events shorter than
1 h.

Météo-France installed in a fallow field near the supersite a
sonic anemometers to continuously measure the near-surface
(3 m a.g.l.) meteorological conditions (air temperature and
relative humidity), the three components of the wind, and
pressure at 0.3 m a.g.l.). These instruments provided high-
frequency data at 20 Hz. In this study, to document turbu-
lence and thermodynamical processes driving fog phases,
we use the sensible heat flux (SHF), turbulence kinetic en-
ergy (TKE), and vertical velocity variance (σ 2

w). These vari-
ables are estimated using eddy covariance methods (Foken et
al., 2004; Mauder et al., 2013) calculated every 30 min after
quality control of the data. More details on the data can be
found in Canut (2020).

2.1.2 Observation of cloud characteristics

For the monitoring of cloud layers, a BASTA cloud radar
(Delanoë et al., 2016) was deployed at Charbonnière, and a
CL51 ceilometer was deployed at Tuzan (7.4 km northwest
of Charbonnière) (Fig. 1b).

BASTA is a 95 GHz cloud radar manufactured by
the Laboratoire Atmosphères, Milieux, Observations Spa-
tiales (LATMOS) with an absolute calibration method
for frequency-modulated continuous wave (FMCW) cloud
radars based on corner reflectors (Toledo et al., 2020). From
7 November 2019 to 12 March 2020, the radar was operated
continuously with a vertical pointing mode having three ver-
tical resolutions (12.5, 25, and 100 m). It provided radar re-
flectivity and Doppler velocity. The lowest mode, which has
its first available gate at 37.5 m a.g.l. and 12.5 m of vertical
resolution, is used to estimate the cloud top height (CTH),
which gives the fog thickness at a time resolution of 30 s. It
also provides the level of highest concentration of droplets in
the fog layer. The CTH is estimated using a radar reflectivity
threshold of −34 dBZ.

The CL51 is manufactured by Vaisala and automatically
provided three estimates of cloud base height (CBH), allow-
ing the detection of cloud decks every 30 s with a vertical
resolution of 15 m from 10 October 2019 to 2 April 2020.
In this study, we use the lowest CBH, which corresponds to
the base height of stratus cloud lowering or lifting when fog
forms or dissipates, respectively. More information on the
data provided by the CL51 can be found in Burnet (2021).

2.1.3 Temperature, liquid water content, and wind
profiling

A microwave radiometer Hatpro (MWR) manufactured by
Radiometer Physics GmbH (RPG) was installed at the su-
persite to characterise thermodynamic atmospheric condi-
tions during the field campaign. From 4 December 2019 to
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Figure 1. In (a), the orography of the study area of the SOFOG3D field campaign is shown, including the five instru-
mented sites (Agen, Bergerac, Biscarrosse, Mont-de-Marsan, and Saint-Symphorien), where a microwave radiometer was
installed (adapted from https://fr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Grand_Sud-Ouest_français#/media/Fichier:Topographic_map_of_South-
West_France_with_main_rivers_and_cities.svg, last access: 18 December 2023). Blue lines indicate the rivers. The cities are indicated
in black dots. The most instrumented domain around the supersite is indicated in (a) by the red rectangle. In (b), the orography of a
100× 100 km2 domain centred on Charbonnière, which includes locations of four of the meteorological stations installed around the
supersite and used in this study. Orography data are from the National Aeronautics and Spatial Administration (NASA) shuttle radar
topography mission (SRTM) (90 m of resolution).

9 May 2020, the MWR operated continuously at the supersite
using two spectral bands: the K-band (22.24–31 GHz), which
was used for the retrieval of humidity profiles, integrated wa-
ter vapour (IWV) content, and liquid water path (LWP), and
the V-band (51–58 GHz), which was used to retrieve temper-
ature profiles. In order to improve the vertical resolution in
the boundary layer, the MWR was set up to scan in 10 el-
evation angles (5◦ a.g.l.) every 10 min with a zenith point-
ing each 1 s. Using neural networks, brightness temperatures
measured by the MWR at all elevation angles (the lower ele-
vations angles added to measurements at zenith) are inverted
to temperature and humidity variables. More details on this
method can be found in Martinet et al. (2022). Comparing
temperature and humidity profiles retrieved by the MWR
with radiosonde data, Martinet et al. (2022) found that air
temperature has cold biases below 0.5 K in absolute value be-
low 2 km but increases up to 1.5 K above 4 km altitude. The
low biases in the lowest atmosphere allow a good estima-
tion of the lowest temperature inversion under focus in this
study. For each case study, the transition from stable to adia-
batic fog is estimated using the static atmospheric stability in
the lowest atmosphere computed using the temperature pro-
file. The air temperature profiles are also used to characterise
the atmospheric conditions linked to the development of fog
at Charbonnière. For the absolute humidity, the maximum

dry bias of the MWR is around 1.4 g m−3 in the lowest tro-
posphere up to 1.7 km and becomes wet above (0.3 g m−3).
Martinet et al. (2022) showed that the LWP accuracy has
been validated in clear-sky conditions and has shown errors
between 1 and 14 g m−2. These error range are in the scope
of those defined in the literature (Crewell and Löhnert, 2003;
Marke et al., 2016). The LWP is a key parameter to consider
for the microphysical characteristics of fog and is used in the
conceptual model. More information regarding the data can
be found in Martinet (2021).

The WindCube lidar has become a common instrument
used in documenting very low atmospheric phenomena
such as turbulence (Liao et al., 2020; Kumer et al., 2016).
Dias Neto et al. (2023) demonstrated the usefulness of the
wind speed and direction estimated using the WindCube V2.
Comparing wind from WindCube V2 with GPS radiosonde,
they found low biases of 0.52 m s−1 and 0.37◦ for the wind
speed and direction, respectively. To investigate the dynam-
ics of the atmosphere at the supersite, a WindCube V2 lidar
manufactured by Leosphere was deployed by Météo-France
during the field campaign to provide the wind measurements
at 10 levels ranging from 40 m to 220 m a.g.l. from 1 Oc-
tober 2019 to 10 April 2020. The measurements made at a
1 Hz frequency and a 20 m vertical resolution provided the
estimation of turbulence parameters such as the turbulent ki-
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netic energy (TKE). The wind components are estimated ev-
ery 10 min using a carrier-to-noise ratio (CNR) of at least
−23 dB and a total data availability of at least 50 %. Note that
the CNR depends on atmospheric turbulence characteristics
and relative humidity (Aitken et al., 2012). In the presence of
fog or low stratus, the lidar vertical range becomes low. The
TKE is computed as the sum of the horizontal variances as in
Kumer et al. (2016). Velocity variances are estimated every
30 min using the wind components at the high resolution. It is
used in this study to analyse the role of turbulence within the
foggy layer to further characterise fog formation, evolution,
and dissipation. More details on the WindCube lidar data can
be found in Canut (2022).

2.1.4 Fog adiabaticity and reservoir

To further understand fog characteristics, it is essential to fo-
cus our analysis on several variables related to the formation,
evolution, and dissipation of fog. Fog adiabaticity and reser-
voir are key metrics driving the life cycle of fog. They are es-
timated using the fog conceptual model (Toledo et al., 2021)
developed at SIRTA. This model is a uni-dimensional model
inspired by previous numerical models for stratus clouds
(Betts, 1982; Albrecht et al., 1990; Cermak and Bendix,
2011). The basic hypothesis is to consider a well-mixed fog
layer and to express the increase in height of the fog liquid
water content as a function of the local adiabaticity and the
negative of the change in the saturation mixing ratio with
height (0ad(T ,P )) (Eq. A1). Fog liquid water path is pa-
rameterised as a function depending on the equivalent fog
adiabaticity (αeq) and the CTH (Eq. A3). The equivalent
fog adiabaticity is used to characterise the buoyancy in low
clouds. αeq varies depending on the in-cloud mixing param-
eter β and is expressed as αeq = (1−β) (Betts, 1982; Cer-
mak and Bendix, 2011). For low-level clouds, such as stratus
and stratocumulus, αeq is between 0.6 and 0.9 (Braun et al.,
2018), indicating sufficient buoyancy in the cloud layer with
an adiabatic profile. To parameterise this parameter in the fog
conceptual model, Toledo et al. (2021) used an inversion of
Eq. (A3) to define a fog adiabaticity from closure (αclosure

eq )
given as follows:

αclosure
eq =

2(LWP−LWC0CTH)

0ad(T ,P )CTH2 ; (1)

αclosure
eq depends on the accumulated liquid water con-

tent (LWC) at the fog base (LWC0), the fog thickness
(e.g. CTH), the LWP, and the adiabaticity. The adiabatic-
ity lapse rate is a function of air temperature and pressure.
Toledo et al. (2021) found that the equivalent fog adiabaticity
from closure is negative when the LWP is below 30 g m−2.
They defined the transition phase from stable to adiabatic
conditions when the equivalent fog adiabaticity from closure
is around 0.5. In the conceptual model, this parameter is esti-
mated only for a CTH below 462.5 m with free cloud above.

The model considers that the fog dissipates when its liq-
uid water path is below a certain threshold depending on the
local thermodynamic atmospheric conditions. In case of dis-
sipation by lifting the base height of the fog, Wærsted (2018)
found a deficit in LWP in the fog layer. This assertion al-
lows for defining a minimum amount of LWP necessary to
maintain the horizontal visibility at surface lower or equal
to 1000 m, defined as the critical liquid water path (CLWP).
Thus, based on Eq. (A3), the CLWP can be expressed in
Eq. (2) considering a critical liquid water content at sur-
face (LWCc).

CLWP=
1
2
αeq0ad(T ,P )CTH2

+LWCcCTH (2)

Theoretically, the LWCc corresponds to the LWC that would
cause a 1000 m visibility. It is estimated from the parame-
terisation of Gultepe et al. (2006) based on the horizontal
visibility at surface.

Considering that adiabatic fog exists because the liquid
water path in its thickness is strictly greater than or equal
to its CLWP (Toledo et al., 2021), it is possible to define an
associated quantity named the fog reservoir of liquid water
path (RLWP). The RLWP is defined as the difference be-
tween fog current liquid water path and the critical value as
follows:

RLWP= LWP−CLWP= LWP−
1
2
αeq0ad(T ,P )CTH2

−LWCcCTH. (3)

The RLWP depends on the LWCc (Eq. A4), the adiabatic-
ity, and fog thickness. The calculation of RLWP can be used
to anticipate the dissipation or thickening of the fog in the
coming minutes or hours. Based on 20 fog cases at SIRTA,
Toledo Bittner (2021) found that for a RLWP> 30 g m−2 in
a given time instant, fog does not dissipate within the follow-
ing 30 min. He also showed that the RLWP trend decreases
before fog dissipation time and increases when fog is persist-
ing. This behaviour motivates the analysis of the RLWP trend
in this study to improve the characterisation of the different
fog phases.

The number of fog events observed during the SOFOG3D
field campaign is not sufficient to calibrate the fog conceptual
model in southeastern France as it was in SIRTA (Toledo et
al., 2021). In this study, we use the model with its parameter-
isation at SIRTA to further characterise the different phases
observed in the lifetime of fog based on identified case stud-
ies. The model is performed when the visibility is lower than
1000 m. αclosure

eq is used to characterise the fog transition from
stable phase to adiabatic phase. The RLWP gives an estima-
tion of the excess or deficit of liquid water of the fog that
enables the fog layer to remain at surface or dissipate. It can
be used as a diagnostic of how likely the fog will persist in
the coming minutes or hours (i.e. as a nowcasting tool for fog
dissipation time). More details on the fog conceptual model
are given in Appendix A and can be found in Toledo Bit-
tner (2021).
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2.2 Case studies and methodological approach

For the whole SOFOG3D campaign, based on the fog de-
fined criteria described in Sect. 2.2.1, 31 fog events are iden-
tified during the 31 October 2019–26 March 2020 period.
For each one, a visual inspection of the time–height cross-
section of the radar reflectivity from BASTA cloud radar and
the cloud base height from the ceilometer was carried out.
We selected the four most developed fog episodes, namely
case studies 1 (IOP 5), 2 (IOP 6), 3 (IOP 11), and 4 (IOP 14).

As in Toledo et al. (2021) (their Fig. 3), Fig. 2 shows the
equivalent adiabaticity by closure versus LWP and CTH for
the four fog cases studied. It indicates that αclosure

eq reaches 0.5
when LWP> 20 g m−2 and the CTH> 150 m, which should
be the conditions favourable for the fog to become optically
opaque to the infrared radiation. At the supersite, the LWP
observed during that transition is lower than the threshold at
SIRTA (LWP> 30 g m−2) (Wærsted et al., 2017; Toledo et
al., 2021). However, there is a consistency between both sites
on the computation of the equivalent adiabaticity by closure.
This legitimises the choice of the four cases and motivates
the use of the αclosure

eq in this study to define the transition
phase between stable and adiabatic fog.

For the selected case studies, Table 1 contains the fog
formation and dissipation times, fog formation types, and
fog duration at the supersite. For all selected fog events,
the formation time of fog is observed between 20:40 and
22:40 UTC, while the dissipation time varies from night-time
to daytime. These selected fog events are triggered by ra-
diation (two cases) or advection–radiation (two cases) pro-
cesses.

For each selected case study, temperature profiles from
the MWR, radar reflectivity profiles from the BASTA cloud
radar, and the equivalent fog adiabaticity derived from the
conceptual model are used to define the four fog phases char-
acterising the fog evolution: fog pre-onset, stable fog, adia-
batic fog, and fog dissipation. Note that an important time
of the fog life cycle is the transition time between stable and
adiabatic fog. Each fog phase is defined as follows.

1. Fog pre-onset corresponds to the 2 h preceding fog onset
associated with cloud-free conditions.

2. In the four case studies, the stable phase starts at fog
onset. It is characterised by a stable temperature profile
in the lowest 100 m of the atmosphere.

3. The transition time separating the stable and adiabatic
phases can be defined differently depending on the me-
teorological variables considered. Price (2011) defined
this transition time as the time when the air temper-
ature becomes constant in the fog lowest layer (1.5–
50 m a.g.l.). Toledo et al. (2021) found that the transi-
tion is observed when the equivalent fog adiabaticity by
closure is increasing between 0 and 0.5. In this study,
for a better definition of this period, we take into ac-

Figure 2. (a) Scatter plot of the equivalent adiabaticity by closure
versus the CTH and LWP (colored circles) at the supersite. (b) Box-
plot of the equivalent adiabaticity by closure versus the different
LWP ranges from the MWR. In (b), numbers at the top of the fig-
ure indicate total values included in each boxplot and computed
between 2 h before and after the fog. The horizontal dashed line
indicates the threshold of the equivalent adiabaticity from closure,
defining the transition from stable to adiabatic fog.

count the static stability given by the hourly profiles
of mean air temperature from the MWR, the fog ge-
ometry (CTH) from the cloud radar, and the αclosure

eq
from the conceptual model. Indeed, the transition pe-
riod is defined as the time when the temperature profile
becomes unstable or neutral in the 0–75 m a.g.l. layer,
while the fog CTH increases with time, and αclosure

eq in-
creases from 0 to about 0.5. Note that the thickening of
the fog is associated with the elevation of the level of the
maximum radar reflectivity. The transition phase starts
when αclosure

eq < 0.5, the CTH suddenly increases more
than 25 m in 5 min under a stable or neutral layer. This
phase ends when αclosure

eq reaches 0.5 and the fog layer
becomes neutral or unstable.

4. Fog adiabatic phase is characterised by αclosure
eq

around 0.5, a neutral or unstable temperature profile,
and a radar reflectivity that increases with increasing al-
titude and peaks a few 10ths of a metre below cloud top.

5. The fog dissipation phase is defined as being the period
of 30 min before and after dissipation time (when hori-
zontal visibility becomes greater than 1 km). Since the
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Table 1. Case study number, fog onset time, type of fog formation, fog dissipation time, fog duration, and type of fog dissipation for the four
documented case studies. Time is in UTC. Dates are in the format dd/mm/yyyy.

Case Formation time Fog types Dissipation time Fog

Study Date Hours Date Hours duration
number dd/mm/yyyy (UTC) dd/mm/yyyy (UTC) (hh:min)

1 28 Dec 2019 22:40 Radiation 29 Dec 2019 11:00 12:20
2 5 Jan 2020 20:40 Radiation 6 Jan 2020 08:40 12:00
3 8 Feb 2020 20:40 Advection–radiation 9 Feb 2020 03:40 07:00
4 7 Mar 2020 21:20 Advection–radiation 8 Mar 2020 04:00 06:40

fog dissipation time does not appear abruptly, as it is
also driven by thermodynamical processes, we consider
this time range to further document them.

Based on these fog phase definitions, in the following we de-
scribe the four case studies. For each fog event, we document
the processes involved in the evolution of fog in each of these
phases using the fog conceptual model and the instrumental
synergy in order to identify the main processes driving the
fog life cycle.

3 Fog formation, evolution, and dissipation
processes

3.1 Radiation fog case studies

3.1.1 Case study 1 (IOP 5) analysis

Figure 3a and b indicate the time cross-sections of the radar
reflectivity estimated from BASTA cloud radar during case
study 1 on 28–29 December 2019 up to 600 and 12 000 m,
respectively. They show a clear sky before the fog formation
time at 22:40 UTC on 28 December 2019. During fog evo-
lution, cloud-free conditions are observed above the fog top
height until 09:00 UTC when sparse thin high-altitude clouds
occur above the cloud radar. Figure 3c presents a quasi-
homogeneous fog formation time between the three sites and
a heterogeneous dissipation time. At Charbonnière, fog dis-
sipated at 11:00 UTC on 29 December 2019 and 2 h earlier at
Noaillan. At all sites, low temperatures below 4 ◦C (Fig. 3e)
are observed during the fog period. Near the surface, light
winds (< 1 m s−1) are recorded at all sites from fog pre-onset
to fog stable–adiabatic transition times (Fig. 3d and f).

The fog pre-onset is marked by a double stratification
of the atmospheric boundary layer with a thin inversion
from the surface up to 100 m and deep and strong in-
version (around 8 ◦C km−1) above (Fig. 4a). Atmospheric
conditions are dominated by an easterly wind that reaches
5 m s−1 above 100 m a.g.l., which is possibly due to a low-
level jet (Fig. 4d). The mean cooling rate near the surface
is −0.9 ◦C h−1. The strong decrease in temperature is asso-
ciated with a negative SHF (−0.23 W m−2) (Fig. 4h), near-
surface low wind (0.61 m s−1) (Fig. 3d and f), and low tur-

bulence (TKE= 0.11 m2 s−2 and σ 2
w = 0.002 m2 s−2). These

conditions lead to thermally stable atmospheric conditions
that are favourable for radiation fog formation (Table 1).

The fog stable phase lasts around 6 h (22:50–05:00 UTC)
and is characterised on average by a very low nega-
tive near-surface cooling rate (−0.18 ◦C h−1), an almost
zero SHF, an easterly light wind (0.78 m s−1), low tur-
bulence (TKE= 0.07 m2 s−2, σ 2

w = 0.01 m2 s−2), negative
αclosure

eq (−1.3) (Fig. 4e), low LWP (2.18 g m−2) (Fig. 4g),
slight increase in time of the fog thickness up to 50 m, and
relatively stable temperature inversion height. These charac-
teristics maintain the thermally stable fog with a horizontal
visibility of 736 m on average.

The transition time from stable to adiabatic fog is ob-
served between 05:00 and 07:00 UTC (2 h duration) and as-
sociated with the lowest visibility (198 m), a transition in the
vertical profiles of air temperature (Fig. 4a) from stable at
05:00 UTC to unstable at 06:00 UTC in the fog layer, a deep-
ening of the cold layer, an increase in the mean SHF reach-
ing 44 and around 10 W m−2 at the phase end (Fig. 4h), and
an increase in the turbulence (TKE up to 0.15 m2 s−2 and
σ 2

w up to 0.04 m2 s−2) generated by the strengthening of the
wind speed (1.14 m s−1) and its shift in direction from east
to southeast. From 05:00 to 06:00 UTC, the coldest tempera-
ture shifts from the surface up to 50 m a.g.l., and the vertical
profile of radar reflectivity increases with height, indicating
a vertical development of fog (Fig. 4b) generated by turbu-
lence processes. At the end of this phase, αclosure

eq reaches 0.5,
which is consistent with the threshold obtained at the SIRTA
site by Toledo et al. (2021). The σ 2

w values observed are
higher than the threshold fixed by Price (2019) for a ther-
mally stable surface layer. The LWP (28 g m−2) and RLWP
(+15 g m−2) peak at the end of the transition phase consis-
tently with a decrease in visibility. Due to the simultaneous
increase in SHF, TKE, and σ 2

w, the transition phase is driven
by both thermal and mechanical turbulence.

The fog adiabatic phase is observed between 07:00 and
11:00 UTC (4 h duration) at the supersite and characterised
by a vertical development of fog up to 187.5 m (Fig. 4b)
and the arrival of sparse high clouds (Fig. 3a and b) asso-
ciated with the lowering of the temperature inversion top
height above the fog top (Fig. 4c). Note that these clouds
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Figure 3. In (a, b) a time–height cross-section is given from the surface up to 600 and 12 000 m, respectively, of the radar reflectivity from
BASTA (shaded), the time evolution of the cloud top height from BASTA (red line), and the cloud base height from the ceilometer (CL51)
(green line). Time evolution of (c) surface visibility, (d) 10 m wind speed, (e) 2 m air temperature, and (f) 10 m wind direction observed
on the 28–29 December 2019 (case study 1, IOP 5) at the five meteorological stations (red, black, blue, green, and pink lines for Moustey
(1 m a.g.l.), Charbonnière (3 m a.g.l.), Cape Sud (3 m a.g.l.), Tuzan (3 m a.g.l.), and Noaillan (1 m a.g.l.), respectively) deployed around the
supersite. Note that wind was not collected at Tuzan. In (c), the visibility measured at Moustey was interrupted by technical issues. Vertical
dashed black lines indicate fog formation (left) and dissipation (right) times. Dashed green lines show the transition time from stable fog to
adiabatic fog (fog mature phase). The dashed red line indicates the sunrise.

have no effect on the radiative cooling at the top height of the
fog. The fog layer becomes warmer (+0.77 ◦C h−1 on aver-
age), and its LWP and RLWP reach 26.16 and +6.38 g m−2,
respectively. The turbulence gradually increases in the fog
layer (Fig. 4f) (TKE= 0.23 m2 s−2) due to an increase in
the horizontal wind speed (2.4 m s−1) combined with an in-
crease in the vertical shear and the wind shift from south-
easterly to easterly (Fig. 4d). In the same way, σ 2

w increases
to 0.04 m2 s−2 and is driven both by the vertical wind shear
and the increase in SHF (12.9 W m−2) (Fig. 4h). For this
case study, the moderate mechanical and thermal turbulence
causes the vertical mixing in the fog layer, which slightly in-
creases the surface horizontal visibility (370 m) and fog top
height (185 m).

At the supersite, in the absence of any cloud above the
fog layer, the fog dissipates after sunrise. It is marked by
a continued increase in SHF (Fig. 4h) due to solar ra-
diation (daytime atmospheric convection), negative RLWP
(−11.39 g m−2), an increase in CTH (290 m), LWP (maxi-
mum of 43.34 g m−2), stable αclosure

eq around 0.63, and more
thermal turbulence (σ 2

w = 0.06 m2 s−2) allowing more verti-

cal mixing. Based on the RLWP, the fog conceptual model
would predict a deficit of liquid water in the fog layer 1 h
before the lifting of its base height (Fig. 4g). The fog dissi-
pation phase is induced by the increase in the vertical mixing
generated by the thermal (solar heating) and mechanical tur-
bulence associated with TKE values larger than 0.4 m2 s−2

(Fig. 4f).
In summary, for this radiative fog event, the fog concep-

tual model is consistent with the in situ measurements of
turbulence on the timing of the different fog phases. It has
provided additional elements for understanding the different
phases of the fog life cycle.

3.1.2 Case study 2 (IOP 6) analysis

As in case study 1, case study 2 is a radiation fog that forms
under clear skies a few hours after sunset (Fig. 5a and b) un-
der a double stratification of the low atmosphere (Fig. 6a),
southerly very low near-surface wind speed (0.2 m s−1), low
TKE (0.06 m2 s−2), and negative surface SHF. The fog lasts
12 h and completely dissipates around 08:40 UTC on 6 Jan-
uary 2020 at the supersite (see Table 1) and at 04:30 UTC
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Figure 4. Evolution of fog macrophysical characteristics observed on the 28–29 December 2019 (case study 1, IOP 5) at Charbonnière.
Panels (a) and (b) show vertical profiles of air temperature from the Hatpro microwave radiometer (MWR) and radar reflectivity from
BASTA radar, respectively. Panel (c) shows a time–height cross-section of air temperature from the MWR (shaded), time evolution of
inversion top height (ITH) (open grey squares), inversion base height (IBH) (open grey squares), and cloud top height (CTH) from the
cloud radar (open black squares) and the cloud base height (CBH) from the ceilometer (open black circles). Panel (d) shows wind speed
(shaded) and direction (arrows) from the WindCube. Arrows in (d) indicate only the direction of the horizontal flow. (e) Time evolution
of air temperature at 3 m a.g.l. from the meteorological station (red line) and equivalent adiabaticity of closure from the fog conceptual model
(blue line). (f) The mean of the turbulent kinetic energy (TKE) in the layer 40–220 m (solid black line) and 100–160 m a.g.l. (dashed black
line) from the WindCube (black line) and the TKE (blue line) and vertical velocity variance (red line) at 3 m a.g.l. from the flux station at
Charbonnière. (g) The LWP estimate from the MWR (blue line) and the RLWP from the fog conceptual model (red line). (h) Sensible heat
flux (SHF) (red) from the flux station. Vertical dashed black lines indicate fog formation and dissipation times. Dashed green lines indicate
the transition period (fog mature phase) from stable to adiabatic fog. The dashed red line indicates sunrise.

at Noaillan, revealing more spatial variability than in case
study 1.

The fog stable phase lasts 3 h 20 min (20:40 to
00:00 UTC), half the time of case study 1, with fog charac-
teristics similar to those of case study 1. A 2 h fog transition
phase is observed from 00:00 to 02:00 UTC, (2 h duration
as for IOP 5) at the supersite (Fig. 6a and b) and charac-
terised by positive SHF (7.76 W m−2) and larger values of
TKE (0.23 m2 s−1) allowing vertical mixing and transition

towards adiabatic fog. A significantly longer fog adiabatic
phase is observed from 02:00 to 08:40 UTC (twice longer
than in IOP 5). The first period from 02:00 to 05:00 UTC
is characterised by continued positive SHF (10 W m−2)
(Fig. 6h) and significant turbulence (TKE> 0.2 m2 s−2 and
σ 2

w > 0.02 m2 s−2) (Fig. 6f) leading to a deeper fog with
relatively high LWP (42 g m−2) and a positive RLWP un-
til 04:30 UTC (Fig. 6g). The second period from 05:00 to
08:40 UTC is characterised by continued positive SHF an
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Figure 5. The same as Fig. 3 but for 5–6 January 2020 (case study 2, IOP 6). In (c) only Charbonnière and Noaillan have valid data. In (c)
the visibility measured at Moustey, Tuzan, and Cape Sud was interrupted by technical issues.

significant σ 2
w (> 0.02 m2 s−2), while the TKE decreases (<

0.2 m2 s−2) associated with the decrease in wind speed in the
fog layer. A sharp decrease in LWP, with a reduction in fog
top height, leads to RLWP oscillating around 0 g m−2, and
the horizontal visibility increases and then decreases again.
During this period, the sharp decrease in LWP (< 20 g m−2)
results in a fog layer that is not very resilient to the signifi-
cant turbulence, as shown by the very low RLWP values and
rapidly changing horizontal visibility (Fig. 5c). The decrease
in LWP could be driven by production of drizzle, as reported
through droplets freezing on the tethered balloon. Fog dis-
sipation occurred after sunrise (08:40 UTC, under positive
SHF (14 W m−2) driven by the turbulence associated with
mechanical and thermal processes (mean TKE∼ 0.28 m2 s−2

and σ 2
w ∼ 0.048 m2 s−2).

3.2 Radiation–advection fog case studies

Case studies 3 and 4 correspond to two fog cases that form
after sunset (near 21:00 UTC) in a moist westerly flow, with
an initial condensation about 100 m a.g.l. (ultra-low stratus
or elevated fog) followed by a rapid subsidence of the cloud
layer to the ground (see Figs. 7 and 9, respectively). West–
east gradients are observed in terms of temperature and fog
formation time, combined with a weak temperature inver-
sion at the time of fog formation, justifying the classification

of fog formation by advection–radiation processes (Ryznar,
1977).

3.2.1 Case study 3 (IOP 11) analysis

In spite of different formation conditions for case study 3,
compared to case 1 and 2, the stable fog phase of this case
is characterised by fog conditions that are similar to those
of case 1 and 2 (Fig. 8): slightly negative SHF, low tur-
bulence (TKE= 0.03 m2 s−2), and low LWP (< 10 g m−2).
Case study 3 differs from the previous case studies as it has a
longer duration for the stable-to-adiabatic fog transition (3 h
30 min duration), during which SHF remains slightly neg-
ative; TKE remains mostly below 0.03 m2 s−2; and CTH,
LWP, and αclosure

eq increase progressively, while RLWP re-
mains relatively stable (5–10 g m−2). In case study 3, the very
short fog adiabatic phase (1 h) is characterised by increasing
vertical wind shear near fog top height (Fig. 8d) that gen-
erates dynamical instability driving the vertical mixing, re-
ducing the temperature inversion above fog top (Fig. 8c) and
promoting vertical development of the fog layer. The rapid
increase in CTH is not sufficiently compensated for by the
increase in LWP, leading to a decrease in RLWP (Fig. 8g) and
subsequent increase in near-surface visibility and dissipation
of the fog. Increasing wind aloft brings warm drier air over
the top of the fog that then mixes into it (TKE= 0.33 m2 s−2

and σ 2
w = 0.07 m2 s−2), evaporating fog droplets, reducing
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Figure 6. The same as Fig. 4 but for 5–6 January 2020 (case study 2, IOP 6). The vertical dashed red line indicates the sunrise.

the RLWP to negative values, and causing the fog to lift into
low stratus. The fog dissipation phase is thus driven by the
advection of warm air at the supersite (Fig. 7e).

3.2.2 Case study 4 (IOP 14) analysis

As in case study 3, fog case study 4 starts with a very low
stratus fog and subsidence of the cloud layer resulting in a
fog. The fog layer is perturbed by the advection from the
northwest (captured in Meteosat Second image, not shown)
around 00:30 UTC of another stratus with a base height
above the fog top height. From 04:00 UTC, the fog becomes
intermittent with a first dissipation observed at that time and
a definitive dissipation around 07:00 UTC.

The 2 h long fog stable phase is also characterised by a
cooling rate near −1 ◦C h−1, slightly negative SHF and low
turbulence (TKE< 0.1 m2 s−2). The relatively short transi-
tion from stable to adiabatic fog (< 1 h 30 min) is char-
acterised by an increase in mechanically driven turbulence
(wind shear, Fig. 10d) with a southerly wind that likely brings

additional moisture, leading to a rapid increase in both CTH
and LWP (near 40 g m−2).

The fog adiabatic phase is observed from 00:20 to
04:00 UTC (3 h 40 min duration) followed by a temporary
dissipation of the fog from 04:00 to 05:30 UTC and a defini-
tive fog dissipation at 07:00 UTC. This adiabatic phase is
characterised by a 250–300 m deep fog with 40–50 g m−2

LWP. The mechanically driven TKE ranges between 0.2–
0.4 m−2 s−2 (Fig. 10f), which confirms the turbulence that
a relatively deep fog layer can withstand. The evolution of
RLWP to negative values after 04:00 UTC (Fig. 10g) shows
that the conceptual model captures the transition from an
adiabatic fog with low near-surface visibility (< 300 m) to
one with horizontal visibility at or above 1000 m (Fig. 9c).
The definitive dissipation is not associated with increasing
turbulence but rather with the presence of middle-altitude
clouds that likely reduce significantly the fog top radiative
cooling, as precisely characterised by Waersted et al. (2017),
and hence liquid water content production. Indeed, Fig. 10g
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Figure 7. The same as Fig. 3 but for 8–9 February 2020 (case study 3, IOP 11).

reveals a significant LWP reduction after 06:30 UTC that ex-
plains the definitive dissipation of the fog before sunrise.

4 Discussion

Figure 11 shows the mean vertical profiles of air tempera-
ture derived from the MWR and radar reflectivity measured
by the cloud radar for each fog phase and each case study.
It highlights the thermal and microphysical characteristics
of fog phases and differences in atmospheric conditions be-
tween fog categories: radiation and radiation–advection fogs.

For radiation fog case studies (1 and 2), fog develops be-
low the dry, warm, and cloud-free stable atmospheric bound-
ary layer (Figs. 4c and 6c). Atmospheric conditions preced-
ing (2 h before) fog formation are dominated by a strong and
thick temperature inversion (more than 14 ◦C and 1000 m),
which is associated with anticyclonic conditions over Eu-
rope favouring easterly wind and clear sky across the stud-
ied area. These atmospheric conditions allow a strong surface
radiative cooling, negative heat fluxes, and cooling of near-
surface air at a rate of−0.9 and−0.7 ◦C h−1 for case study 1
and 2, respectively. This cooling is associated with low turbu-
lence indicated by low values of TKE (0.18 m2 s−2 in case 1
and 0.06 m2 s−2 in case 2) and near-surface vertical velocity
variance (σ 2

w < 0.003 m2 s−2) that reinforce the surface ther-
mally stable boundary layer (Fig. 11a and b), favouring the
triggering of radiation fog. These results are consistent with
the definition of radiation fog proposed by Price (2019).

In advection–radiation fog case studies (3 and 4), 2 h be-
fore fog formation a westerly sea breeze is present, transport-
ing mild wet air from the ocean. Surface heat fluxes are neg-
ative, favouring cooling of the near-surface air (−1 ◦C h−1

in case study 3 and −0.5 ◦C h−1 in case study 4), and turbu-
lent mixing is low (TKE< 0.06 m2 s−2). An east–west gra-
dient of formation and dissipation is observed in line with
the westerly synoptic advection of Atlantic inflow. Fog forms
earlier in the west and dissipates later in the east. The com-
bination of advection and radiative cooling favours stratus
fog formation at about 150 m a.g.l. followed by a rapid (less
than 30 min) lowering of its base height to the surface, trig-
gering the onset of the fog in an unstable (case 3) and neu-
tral (case 4) surface atmospheric boundary layers (Fig. 11c
and d).

The stable fog phase is characterised by a stable tempera-
ture profile and radar reflectivity that is at its maximum near
the surface and decreases with height (see Fig. 11). The fog
remains shallow (less than 100 m), with a low LWP ranging
less than 12 g m−2 proportional to fog depth (Table 2). The
equivalent fog adiabaticity by closure parameter (αclosure

eq ) is
typically negative during the stable phase, indicating that the
fog is not in an adiabatic phase. The near-surface temperature
decreases very moderately (−0.2 ◦C h−1) in cases 1 and 2,
while the air keeps cooling at about −1 ◦C h−1 in cases 3
and 4. For the four cases, surface heat fluxes are slightly neg-
ative (−3 to 0 W m−2) and turbulence remains low (TKE at
about 0.1 m2 s−2 and σ 2

w at 0.01 m2 s−2). This phase is char-
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Figure 8. The same as Fig. 4 but for 8–9 February 2020 (case study 3, IOP 11).

acterised by very low LWPs (1–2 g m−2 for radiation fog and
6–11 g m−2 for advection–radiation fog). For the radiation
fog cases, the stable phase lasts around 6 and 4 h, respec-
tively, while for advection–radiation cases, it lasts around 2 h.
This is consistent with the strength of the surface inversion
of each category of fog, as shown in Fig. 11. These macro-
physical characteristics of the fog stable phase are consistent
with those found by Toledo et al. (2021).

The transition from stable to adiabatic phases is a key pe-
riod in the fog life cycle. This period is well characterised us-
ing the macrophysical parameters of the conceptual model,
namely the equivalent fog adiabaticity by closure (αclosure

eq )
parameter of the fog, the fog geometry (CTH), and fog LWP.
During the transition from stable to adiabatic phases, these
three parameters increase significantly (see Table 2). In par-
ticular, αclosure

eq evolves progressively from negative values
towards+0.5 (Toledo et al., 2021). The transition phase lasts
from 1 h 30 min to 3 h 30 min; however, its timing of occur-
rence is quite variable (case 1 at 05:00–07:00 UTC, case 2 at

00:00–02:00 UTC, case 3 at 23:00–02:30 UTC, and case 4 at
23:30–01:00 UTC). During this phase, a change is observed
in static stability from stable profiles to neutral adiabatic pro-
files (Fig. 11), while the radar reflectivity profile presents
maximum values near the ground that decrease with height
(Fig. 11). In cases 1, 2, and 4, the transition phase is char-
acterised by an increase in turbulence that can explain the
decrease in thermal stability of the fog layer, either shown in
the vertical velocity variance (σ 2

w ≥ 0.02 m2 s−2) associated
with positive surface heat fluxes (cases 1 and 2) or TKE ex-
ceeding 0.3 m2 s−2 (cases 2 and 4). In all the cases, the fog
LWP increases significantly, which allows a more efficient
radiative cooling of the fog layer, hence contributing to the
destabilisation of the fog layer. In case 3, the transition phase
is not marked by a significant increase in turbulence. The
transition is more progressive than in the other case studies,
with gradual increases in CTH, LWP, and αclosure

eq during this
long phase (3 h 30 min duration).
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Figure 9. The same as Fig. 3 but for 7–8 March 2020 (case study 4, IOP 14).

According to temperature vertical profiles from the MWR,
at the end of the transition time from stable to adiabatic fog,
the temperature profile becomes neutral or slightly unstable.
This is consistent with the definition of the transition given
by Price (2011). We also find that it is during this period
that the fog reaches its maximum value of RLWP, showing
that the LWP increases beyond the critical liquid water path
value, which gives information on the persistence of fog.

For radiation fog case studies, the adiabatic phase lasts
4 h and 6 h 40 min for case 1 and 2, respectively, main-
taining the fog life cycle during the night until after sun-
rise. In cases 3 and 4, the adiabatic phase is shorter
and lasts 1 h and 3 h 40 min, respectively, with a night-
time dissipation at 03:40 and 04:00 UTC, respectively. In
this fog phase, for radiation fog, the LWP ranges from
22–26 g m−2 with CTH near 187.5 m a.g.l. The fog is
deeper for advection–radiation fog cases with LWP/CTH
at 30 g m−2/200 m a.g.l. and 43 g m−2/287.5 m a.g.l., respec-
tively (Table 2). The adiabatic phase is characterised by an
equivalent fog adiabatic closure parameter near or above 0.5
and a positive yet low RLWP. For all the cases except
case 3, the adiabatic phase is associated with moderate tur-
bulence in the fog layer (0.2<TKE< 0.4 m2 s−2 and 0.03<
σ 2

w < 0.04 m2 s−2), which indicates significant vertical mix-
ing generating an unstable surface atmospheric boundary
layer (Fig. 11). This finding is consistent with the result of
Ju et al. (2020), who based their analysis on one case study,
and Ghude et al. (2023), Dhangar et al. (2021), and Zhou

and Ferrier (2008), who performed analysis on multiple case
studies. In addition, this phase can also be driven by hori-
zontal advection (mesoscale and synoptic systems) as in case
study 3.

This study shows two distinct fog dissipation periods: at
night and after sunrise. Daytime dissipation is observed for
radiative fog cases, and night-time dissipation is observed
for advection–radiation cases. All of them are observed
when αclosure

eq > 0.5, TKE> 0.3 m2 s−2, σ 2
w > 0.04 m2 s−2,

and LWP> 40 g m−2 (except case study 2). For cases 1
and 2, turbulence is thermally driven by positive SHF, while
for cases 3 and 4, the night-time turbulence increase is me-
chanically driven by increased wind speed. For all case stud-
ies, the RLWP decreases significantly from the stable phase
to the dissipation phase, confirming that dissipation through
fog base lifting is linked to insufficient liquid water content
in the fog layer, as suggested by the conceptual model. For
case 3, the RLWP becomes negative 20 min after dissipation.
This delay is likely due to very rapid changes in LWP and
CTH at the fog dissipation time.

5 Summary and conclusions

The SOFOG3D field campaign provides a unique dataset
documenting thermodynamic and dynamical atmospheric
circulations to further understand the processes driving fog
formation and dissipation over southeastern France. Based
on an innovative instrumental synergy combining in situ and
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Figure 10. The same as Fig. 4 but for 7–8 March 2020 (case study 4, IOP 14). The LWP, RLWP, and αclosure
eq are disrupted between 00:30 and

02:30 UTC because the LWP estimated by the MWR takes into account the liquid water in the advected stratus.

remote sensing measurements, combined with an adiabatic
fog conceptual model, this study documented key processes
and conditions such as advection, turbulent mixing, radiative
cooling, atmospheric stability, fog water content and depth,
and presence of clouds above. We analysed the role of these
processes and the impacts of these conditions on fog forma-
tion, evolution, and dissipation, focusing on four fog case
studies: two radiation fogs and two advection–radiation fogs.
For each case study, we defined the different phases charac-
terising the fog life cycle, namely (i) its formation, (ii) an
initial phase where the fog develops under thermally stable
conditions, (iii) a transition phase towards an adiabatic fog,
(iv) an adiabatic phase during which the fog vertical profile
is adiabatic, and (v) a dissipation phase where the fog base
lifts.

The results showed that for both radiation fog cases,
the conditions are marked by very cold atmospheric condi-
tions associated with a continental easterly nocturnal low-

level jet. For these cases, the stable fog phase develops un-
der strong surface radiative cooling and weak turbulence
in a deep temperature inversion layer. The stable phase
lasts as long as the wind speed and turbulence remain
very low (typically 1 m s−1 and 0.1 m2 s−2). The transition
phase is driven by an increase in wind speed and turbu-
lence in the fog layer, reaching 2 m s−1 and 0.2 m2 s−2, re-
spectively. This increased turbulence is of mechanical ori-
gin (increased wind shear associated with an evolution of
the air mass), and thus its time of occurrence varies widely
from one case to the other (05:00 and 00:00 UTC, respec-
tively). The adiabatic phase is characterised by sustained tur-
bulence (0.2<TKE< 0.4 m2 s−2) sufficient to ensure verti-
cal mixing in the fog layer. The fog layer is then typically
deeper than 100 m, and the LWP exceeds 20 g m−2. For these
fog events, dissipation time is observed after sunrise, when
both thermal and dynamic production of the turbulence are
high (TKE> 0.4 m2 s−1 and σ 2

w > 0.04 m2 s−2). For both fog
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Figure 11. Vertical profiles of air temperature and radar reflectivity put together for each fog case study: (a) case 1, (b) case 2, (c) case 3,
and (d) case 4. Lines and shaded areas indicate the mean and standard deviation of air temperature and radar reflectivity during each fog
phase.

cases, we observe a simultaneous increase in near-surface
visibility and decrease in the fog LWP reservoir (RLWP) de-
rived from the fog conceptual model about 1 h before dissi-
pation time.

The analysis of the advection–radiation case studies shows
that they have the shortest life cycle linked to the low surface
boundary layer stability because they occur under westerly
air masses that evolved during the night (change in wind di-
rection, increased wind shear). In this category of fog, the
processes driving the stable, stable–adiabatic transition, and
adiabatic phases are similar to those of the radiation fog cat-
egory. However, in one case, we observe a transition phase
that occurs with a more subtle increase in turbulence than in
the other three cases. As a result, the increase in LWP and
CTH is very slow; it takes more than 3 h to reach adiabatic
conditions. Dissipation occurs before sunrise in both cases.
In one case it is due to a sudden increase in wind speed and
wind shear, leading to TKE values exceeding 0.4 m2 s−1. In
the other case, we have a deep adiabatic fog (CTH> 200 m)
with sustained turbulence (0.2<TKE< 0.4 m2 s−2) where

the LWC production is barely sufficient to maintain the fog
all the way down to the surface. The conceptual model shows
negative RLWP values, while the visibility oscillates around
1 km. The full dissipation of the fog is here associated with
the presence of a cloud above the fog that further reduces the
LWC production.

In summary, this paper provides quantitative analyses of
key parameters and conditions that drive the fog life cycle.
The level of turbulent mixing in the fog of both thermal and
mechanical origin is key to understanding important tran-
sitions (from stable to adiabatic and from adiabatic to dis-
sipation). This level of turbulence should be analysed con-
sidering the depth of the fog and its liquid water path. Our
study confirms that the RLWP combined with visibility is
an interesting parameter to study the state of the fog, even
though LWP and RLWP measured during SOFOG3D present
lower values than at the SIRTA site that are close to the un-
certainty of the measurement. Fog formation, evolution, and
dissipation across southern France all require an analysis of
the synoptic atmospheric circulation in terms of wind, cloud

https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-23-15711-2023 Atmos. Chem. Phys., 23, 15711–15731, 2023



15728 C. Dione et al.: Role of thermodynamic and turbulence processes on the fog life cycle

cover, and thermodynamical processes. Indeed, this paper
highlights that fog nowcasting tools in this region need, in
addition to the numerical weather prediction models, a cloud
radar, a microwave radiometer, a wind lidar, a surface energy
balance, and meteorological stations. Operationalising these
instruments would allow for the improvement of fog now-
casting, which will reduce its socio-economic impacts in this
region.

Appendix A: Fog conceptual model parameterisation

A1 Liquid water content

The conceptual model for adiabatic fog has been developed
at SIRTA by Toledo et al. (2021). This model is a unidimen-
sional model inspired by previous numerical models for stra-
tus clouds (Betts, 1982; Albrecht et al., 1990; Cermak and
Bendix, 2011) (see Eq. 1). The basic hypothesis is to con-
sider a well-mixed fog layer and express the increase with
height of the fog liquid water content as a function of the lo-
cal adiabaticity (α(z)) and the negative of the change in the
saturation mixing ratio with height (0ad(T ,P )), as given in
Eq. (A1):

dLWC(z)
dz

= α(z)0ad(T ,P ), (A1)

where T and P are air temperature and pressure, respec-
tively; z is the height above the surface and varies between 0
and the cloud top height (CTH). By integrating Eq. (1), it is
important to take into account fog geometry, which is dif-
ferent from that of the stratus cloud. For fog, the LWC at
the base is non-zero due to the presence of liquid droplets
down to the ground level. This presence of droplets drives
surface visibility reduction and water deposition on the soil.
Thus, as indicated in Eq. (A2), the vertical integral of the
LWC(z) is a function of the variation with height of the adia-
baticity, 0ad(T ,P ), and the measurement of the LWC at sur-
face (LWC0). This equation shows that the LWC increases
with the thickness of the fog up to the height where up-
ward motions of moisture from the surface are constrained
by downward motions of dry air from the fog top height
(Walker, 2003; Cermak and Bendix, 2011). From this inter-
face level, the LWC decreases with height and becomes zero
at the fog top height (Brown and Roach, 1976; Cermak and
Bendix, 2011).

LWC(z)=

z′=z∫
z′=0

α(z′)0ad(T ,P )dz′+LWC0 (A2)

A2 Liquid water path

The fog liquid water path (LWP) represents the total amount
of liquid water present in the fog layer. It can be estimated
by integrating Eq. (A2) in height considering that the fog

thickness is equivalent to the CTH (Eq. A3). An approxima-
tion assuming a constant adiabaticity is introduced by using
the equivalent fog adiabaticity term αeq. This simplifies the
calculation, since a complete computation would require a
knowledge of the vertical profile of adiabaticity, which de-
pends on the thermodynamic properties of the fog layer. In
this conceptual model, the LWC is treated as if it increased
linearly with height from the surface to the CTH. At the sur-
face level the LWC from the model and fog are the same,
connecting a given LWP with surface LWC. This quantity
is converted to visibility values using Gultepe et al. (2006)
parameterisation. Hence, the conceptual model connects fog
LWP with its CTH and surface visibility values, and it pro-
vides an estimation of the equivalent fog adiabaticity.

LWP=
1
2
αeq0ad(T ,P )CTH2

+LWC0CTH (A3)

Data availability. All the data used in this study are hosted
by the French National Center for Atmospheric Data and Ser-
vices (AERIS) at the following links: https://doi.org/10.25326/241
(Burnet, 2021), https://doi.org/10.25326/91 (Canut,
2020), https://doi.org/10.25326/323 (Canut, 2022) and
https://doi.org/10.25326/207 (Martinet, 2021). Data access can
be provided by following the conditions fixed by the SOFOG3D
project.

Author contributions. CD: conceptualisation, methodology, in-
vestigation, validation, formal analysis, writing – original draft,
writing – review and editing, visualisation. MH: supervision,
methodology, investigation, formal analysis, writing – original
draft, writing – review and editing, funding acquisition. JCD: super-
vision, investigation, editing. FT: methodology, investigation, edit-
ing. FB: project administration, resources, investigation, editing,
funding acquisition. CL: supervision, resources, investigation, edit-
ing, funding acquisition. JFR: visualisation, investigation, editing.
PM: editing, investigation, data curation. GC: investigation, editing,
data curation. SJ: data curation. JD: data curation.

Competing interests. The contact author has declared that none
of the authors has any competing interests.

Disclaimer. Publisher’s note: Copernicus Publications remains
neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims made in the text, pub-
lished maps, institutional affiliations, or any other geographical rep-
resentation in this paper. While Copernicus Publications makes ev-
ery effort to include appropriate place names, the final responsibility
lies with the authors.

Acknowledgements. The SOFOG3D field campaign was sup-
ported by Météo-France and ANR through grant AAPG 2018-
CE01-0004. Data are managed by the French National Center for
Atmospheric Data and Services (AERIS). The CNRM/GMEI/LISA

Atmos. Chem. Phys., 23, 15711–15731, 2023 https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-23-15711-2023

https://doi.org/10.25326/241
https://doi.org/10.25326/91
https://doi.org/10.25326/323
https://doi.org/10.25326/207


C. Dione et al.: Role of thermodynamic and turbulence processes on the fog life cycle 15729

team supported the deployment, monitoring, data processing, and
the supply of the wind lidar and microwave radiometer.

Financial support. This research has been supported by Météo-
France and the Agence National de la Recherche (grant AAPG
no. 2018-CE01-0004).

Review statement. This paper was edited by Thijs Heus and re-
viewed by two anonymous referees.

References

Aitken, M. L., Rhodes, M. E., and Lundquist, J. K.: Perfor-
mance of a Wind-Profiling lidar in the Region of Wind-
Turbine Rotor Disks, J. Atmos. Ocean. Tech., 29, 347–355,
https://doi.org/10.1175/JTECH-D-11-00033.1, 2012.

Albrecht, B. A., Fairall, C. W., Thomson, D. W., White, A.
B., Snider, J. B., and Schubert, W. H.: Surface-based remote
sensing of the observed and the Adiabatic liquid water con-
tent of stratocumulus clouds, Geophys. Res. Lett., 17, 89–92,
https://doi.org/10.1029/GL017i001p00089, 1990.

Bartok, J., Bott, A., and Gera, M.: Fog prediction for road traffic
safety in a coastal desert region, Bound.-Lay. Meteorol., 145,
485–506, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10546-012-9750-5, 2012.

Bartoková, I., Bott, A., Bartok, J., and Gera, M.: Fog prediction
for road traffic safety in a coastal desert region: Improvement
of nowcasting skills by the machine-learning approach, Bound.-
Lay. Meteorol., 157, 501–516, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10546-
015-0069-x, 2015.

Bell, A., Martinet, P., Caumont, O., Burnet, F., Delanoë, J., Jor-
quera, S., Seity, Y., and Unger, V.: An optimal estimation algo-
rithm for the retrieval of fog and low cloud thermodynamic and
micro-physical properties, Atmos. Meas. Tech., 15, 5415–5438,
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-15-5415-2022, 2022.

Bergot, T.: Small-scale structure of journal radiation fog: a large-
eddy simulation study, Q. J. Roy. Meteorol. Soc., 139, 1099–
1112, https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.2051, 2013.

Bergot, T., Escobar, J., and Masson, V.: Effect of small-scale surface
heterogeneities and buildings on radiation fog: Large-eddy simu-
lation study at Paris-Charles de Gaulle Airport, Q. J. Roy. Mete-
orol. Soc., 141, 285–298, https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.2358, 2015.

Betts, A. K.: Cloud Thermodynamic Models in
Saturation Point Coordinates, J. Atmos. Sci.,
39, 2182–2191, https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-
0469(1982)039<2182:CTMISP>2.0.CO;2, 1982.

Boutle, I., Angevine, W., Bao, J.-W., Bergot, T., Bhattacharya,
R., Bott, A., Ducongé, L., Forbes, R., Goecke, T., Grell, E.,
Hill, A., Igel, A. L., Kudzotsa, I., Lac, C., Maronga, B., Ro-
makkaniemi, S., Schmidli, J., Schwenkel, J., Steeneveld, G.-
J., and Vié, B.: Demistify: A large-eddy simulation (LES) and
single-column model (SCM) intercomparison of radiation fog,
Atmos. Chem. Phys., 22, 319–333, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-
22-319-2022, 2022.

Braun, R. A., Dadashazar, H., MacDonald, A. B., Crosbie, E.,
Jonsson, H. H., Woods, R. K., Flagan, R. C., Seinfeld, J. H.,
and Sorooshian, A.: Cloud Adiabaticity and Its Relationship

to Marine Stratocumulus Characteristics Over the Northeast
Pacific Ocean, J. Geophys. Res.-Atmos., 123, 13790–13806,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2018JD029287, 2018.

Brown, R. and Roach, W.: The physics of radiation fog: II –
a numerical study, Q. J. Roy. Meteorol. Soc., 102, 335–354,
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.49710243205,1976.

Burnet, F.: SOFOG3D_TUZAN_CNRM_CEILOMETER-CL51-
30SEC_L1, Aeris [data set], https://doi.org/10.25326/241, 2021.

Canut, G.: SOFOG3D_JACHERE_CNRM_TURB-30MIN_L2,
Aeris [data set], https://doi.org/10.25326/91, 2020.

Canut, G.: SOFOG3D_CHARBONNIERE_CNRM_LIDARwindcube-
TKE_L2, Aeris [data set], https://doi.org/10.25326/323, 2022.

Cermak, J. and Bendix, J.: Detecting ground fog from space – a
microphysics-based approach, Int. J. Remote Sens., 32, 3345–
3371, https://doi.org/10.1080/01431161003747505, 2011.

Crewell, S. and Löhnert, U.: Accuracy of cloud liquid
water path from ground-based microwave radiometry
2. Sensor accuracy and synergy, Radio Sci., 38, 8042,
https://doi.org/10.1029/2002RS002634, 2003.

Delanoë, J., Protat, A., Vinson, J.-P., Brett, W., Caudoux, C.,
Bertrand, F., Du Chatelet, J. P., Hallali, R., Barthes, L., Haeffe-
lin, M., and Dupont, J. C.: BASTA: A 95-GHz FMCW Doppler
Radar for Cloud and Fog Studies, J. Atmos. Ocean. Tech., 33,
10231038, https://doi.org/10.1175/JTECH-D-15-0104.1, 2016.

Dhangar, N. G., Lal, D. M., Ghude, S. D., Kulkarni, R., Parde,
A. N., Pithani, P., Niranjan, K., Prasad, D. S. V. V. D., Jena,
C., Sajjan, V. S., Prabhakaran, T., Karipot, A. K., Jenamani, R.
K., Singh, S., and Rajeevan, M.: On the Conditions for Onset
and Development of Fog Over New Delhi: An Observational
Study from the WiFEX, Pure Appl. Geophys., 178, 3727–3746,
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00024-021-02800-4, 2021.

Dias Neto, J., Nuijens, L., Unal, C., and Knoop, S.: Combined
wind lidar and cloud radar for high-resolution wind profiling,
Earth Syst. Sci. Data, 15, 769–789, https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-
15-769-2023, 2023.

Ducongé, L., Lac, C., Vié, B., Bergot, T., and Price, J. D.:
Fog in heterogeneous environments : The relative impor-
tance of local and non-local processes on radiative-advective
fog formation, Q. J. Roy. Meteorol. Soc., 146, 2522–2546,
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.3783, 2020.

Dupont, J.-C., Haeffelin, M., Protat, A., Bouniol, D., Boyouk,
N., and Morille, Y.: Stratus-fog formation and dissipation:
a 6-day case study, Bound.-Lay. Meteorol., 143, 207–225,
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10546-012-9699-4, 2012.

Fathalli, M., Lac, C., Burnet, F., and Vié, B.: Formation of
fog due to stratus lowering: An observational and model-
ing case study, Q. J. Roy. Meteorol. Soc., 148, 2299–2324,
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.4304, 2022.

Fernando, H. J., Gultepe, I., Dorman, C., Pardyjak, E., Wang, Q.,
Hoch, S. W., Richter, D., Creegan, E., Gaberšek, S., Bullock, T.,
Hocut, C., Chang, R., Alappattu, D., Dimitrova, R., Flagg, D.,
Grachev, A., Krishnamurthy, R., Singh, D. K., Lozovatsky, I.,
Nagare, B., Sharma, A., Wagh, S., Wainwright, C., M. Wrob-
lewski, M., Yamaguchi, R., Bardoel, S., Coppersmith, R. S.,
Chisholm, N., Gonzalez, E., Gunawardena, N., Hyde, O., Morri-
son, T., Olson, A., Perelet, A., Perrie, W., Wang, S., and Wauer,
B.: C-FOG: life of coastal fog, B. Am. Meteorol. Soc., 102,
E244–E272, https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-19-0070.1, 2021.

https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-23-15711-2023 Atmos. Chem. Phys., 23, 15711–15731, 2023

https://doi.org/10.1175/JTECH-D-11-00033.1
https://doi.org/10.1029/GL017i001p00089
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10546-012-9750-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10546-015-0069-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10546-015-0069-x
https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-15-5415-2022
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.2051
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.2358
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0469(1982)039<2182:CTMISP>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1175/1520-0469(1982)039<2182:CTMISP>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-22-319-2022
https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-22-319-2022
https://doi.org/10.1029/2018JD029287
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.49710243205
https://doi.org/10.25326/241
https://doi.org/10.25326/91
https://doi.org/10.25326/323
https://doi.org/10.1080/01431161003747505
https://doi.org/10.1029/2002RS002634
https://doi.org/10.1175/JTECH-D-15-0104.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00024-021-02800-4
https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-15-769-2023
https://doi.org/10.5194/essd-15-769-2023
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.3783
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10546-012-9699-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/qj.4304
https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-19-0070.1


15730 C. Dione et al.: Role of thermodynamic and turbulence processes on the fog life cycle

Foken, T., Göckede, M., Mauder, M., Mahrt, L., Amiro, B. D.,
and Munger, J. W.: Post-field data quality control, in: Hand-
book of Micrometeorology: A Guide for Surface Flux Measure-
ment and Analysis, edited by: Lee, X., Massman, W. J., and
Law, B., Kluwer, Dordrecht, 181–208, https://doi.org/10.1007/1-
4020-2265-4, 2004.

Ghude, S. D., Jenamani, R. K., Kulkarni, R., Wagh, S., Dhangar,
N. G., Parde, A. N., Acharja, P., Lonkar, P., Govardhan, G.,
Yadav, P., Vispute, A., Debnath, S., Lal, D. M., Bisht, D. S.,
Jena, C., Pawar, P. V., Dhankhar, S. S., Sinha, V., Chate, D.
M., Safai, P. D., Nigam, N., Konwar, M., Hazra, A., Dhar-
maraj, T., Gopalkrishnan, V., Padmakumari, B., Gultepe, I.,
Biswas, M., Karipot, A. K., Prabhakaran, T., Nanjundiah, R.
S., and Rajeevan, M.:: WiFEX: Walk into the warm fog over
Indo Gangetic Plain region, B. Am. Meteorol. Soc., 104, E980–
E1005, https://doi.org/10.1175/BAMS-D-21-0197.1, 2023.

Gultepe, I., Müller, M. D., and Boybeyi, Z.: A New Visibil-
ity Parameterization for Warm-Fog Applications in Numerical
Weather Prediction Models, J. Appl. Meteorol. Clim., 45, 1469–
1480, https://doi.org/10.1175/JAM2423.1, 2006.

Gultepe, I., Tardif, R., Michaelides, S., Cermak, J., Bott, A., Bendix,
J., Müller, M. D., Pagowski, M., Hansen, B., Ellrod, G., Jacobs,
W., Toth, G., and Cober, S. G.: Fog research: A review of past
achievements and future perspectives, Pure Appl. Geophys., 164,
1121–1159, https://doi.org/10.1007/s00024-007-0211-x, 2007.

Gultepe, I., Pearson, G., Milbrandt, J. A., Hansen, B., Platnick, S.,
Taylor, P., Gordon, M., Oakley, J. P., and Cober, S. G.: The fog re-
mote sensing and modeling field project, B. Am. Meteorol. Soc.,
90, 341–359, https://doi.org/10.1175/2008BAMS2354.1, 2009.

Haeffelin, M., Bergot, T., Elias, T., Tardif, R., Carrer, D., Chazette,
P., Colomb, M., Drobinski, P., Dupont, E., Dupont, J.-C.,
Gomes, L., Musson-Genon, L., Pietras, C., Plana-Fattori, A.,
Protat, A., Rangognio, J., Raut, J.-C., Rmy, S., Richard, D.,
Sciare, J., and Zhang, X.: Parisfog: shedding new light on
fog physical processes, B. Am. Meteorol. Soc., 91, 767–783,
https://doi.org/10.1175/2009BAMS2671.1, 2010.

Huang, H. B. and Chen, C. Y.: Climatological aspects of dense
fog at Urumqi Diwopu International Airport and its impacts
on flight on-time performance, Nat. Hazards, 81, 1091–1106,
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-015-2121-z, 2016.

Ju, T., Wu, B., Zhang, H., and Liu, J.: Characteristics of turbulence
and dissipation mechanism in a polluted advection-radiation fog
life cycle in Tianjin, Meteorol. Atmos. Phys., 133, 515–531,
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00703-020-00764-z, 2020.
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