Response to Referee #1

We very much appreciate the valuable comments of referee #1, they target remaining issues to
fine polish the manuscript.

Response to the general comment:
1) and 2) We have rewritten the summary accordingly to emphasize our conclusion:

In summary, we presented a unique multi-dimensional dataset with respect to SZA (time),
wavelength and position. Our study of global irradiances in a highly heterogeneous albedo
environment shows that even for the relatively simple clear sky situation, a variety of
parameters have to be considered which illustrates the complexity of modeling solar
irradiances at the Arctic coast. The associated uncertainties of both measurements and model
input parameters conceal many of the model effects and reduce the suitability for a stringent
validation of the 3D model and BRDF parameterizations.

No doubt, more data of a series of at least two completely clear sky days with stable
atmospheric and sea ice conditions would be desirable to better constrain the model input.
Measurement uncertainties are expected to be reduced by technological advancement of DA
systems and improved input optics. This leaves room for future efforts to more accurately
map the irradiance distribution along a large albedo gradient.

3) Direct solar measurements were not part of the instrumentation in this campaign due to
logistic limitations. Direct sun measurements are available from the sun photometer and are
indirectly used for the AOD input.

Regarding the scenarios, we have thought some time about the structure and although we
agree that the reviewer’s suggestion is also a good alternative way of structuring the analysis,
we concluded that the tilt should remain part of the scenarios for the following reason. We
start with the standard scenario which might be regarded as the naive first model result. We
then discuss all relevant (environmental and instrumental) model input parameters that affect
the model comparison with the observations.

These “scenarios” are not treated on the same footing as uncertainties but are, in general,
meant to illustrate their individual influences. Some scenarios like albedo, drift ice and cloud
are environmental uncertainties. Tilt is an instrumental uncertainty (an unknown error is
indeed an uncertainty, this has now been considered in the complete manuscript). Some
scenarios like aerosol and topography are not associated with an uncertainty at all. In effect,
the scenarios reflect the various factors that have to be considered in modeling the situation,
they are a summary of what we learnt to include during our analysis.

Response to specific comments:

The effective albedo is defined when it is introduced in section 4 first paragraph. The term
‘local albedo’ (page 8, line 18) has been dismissed in lieu of just albedo. The term Lambertian
albedo is always used in conjunction with the word ‘equivalent’, i.e. equivalent Lambertian
albedo, which should be comprehensible as the albedo equivalent to a Lambertian surface.
Page 8, first paragraph has been modified accordingly. The term ‘integral albedo’ has been
dismissed in lieu of just albedo, since the albedo is always the integrated BRDF (over all
viewing angles).



Page 2, line 13. The reference Bernhard et al., 2007 has been included.
Page 3, line 18. The term discrepancies has been eliminated in the sentence.
Page 4, line 21. Spectra were integrated for 100s, as stated (not averaged).
Page 5, line 22-23. Terms deconvolved and convolved are used now.

Page 5, line 28. Error has been replaced by uncertainty. But the ratio of direct to global
irradiance for 500 nm at 80° SZA is 0.35 (as written on page 9, line 27) which induces a
diurnal variation 2% for each instrument (the azimuth error is 5%, which has been corrected
in the manuscript). This uncertainty is included in the grey bands indicating the total
measurement uncertainty in Fig. 8 (as stated on pagel4, lines 22-24).

Page 9, second paragraph. The aerosol optical properties are given by the rural type aerosol
according to Shettle (1989). This has been stated on page 6, lines 18-20: ‘Aerosols properties
are specified according to (Shettle, 1989), rural type, (with the extinction scaled to the
measured AOD).’

Page 9, line 21. With an optical depth of 1, the cloud is indeed not particularly thin, and the
word thin has been omitted (also in the abstract).

Page 10, third paragraph. The issue we discuss here is that in the extreme regime of large SZA
and long wavelengths the effective albedo can exceed one. This is not unphysical per se, it
just means that a surface with a sharply spiked BRDF can have a higher albedo relative to a
Lambertian surface (which we understand as an atmospheric effect, a longer path through the
atmosphere for the photons reflected with high zenith angle results in an increased chance of
backscattering). So it all makes sense (there is no ‘bias’), just that the use of the concept of the
effective albedo becomes unphysical in that regime, and one must always bear in mind the
definition and the meaning of the effective albedo.

Page 11, line 6. Regarding the effect of sastrugies, the paragraph has been rewritten, in order
to improve the justification of neglecting the effect. An additional relevant reference has been
included (Warren et al., 1998) and the last sentence of the paragraph now specifies a
quantitative bound:

This geometric effect on snow albedo is difficult to model realistically but is only relevant for
long wavelengths and vanishes for diffuse illumination. So global irradiances considered here
are not affected significantly (<1%).

Page 12, section 5. The effect of atmospheric profiles at high SZA has been investigated in
some detail. Using the pseudo-spherical 1D RT solver, we compared global irradiances at 80°
SZA for different aerosol and atmospheric profiles. Homogeneously distributing all aerosols
(with Angstrom a=1.77 and =0.0134) up to a height of 1 km or 10 km made a difference of
only 0.6% at 350 nm and less at 500 nm. Comparing the AFGL subarctic summer and winter
atmospheric profiles, we found that the global irradiance is changed by a maximum of 0.6% at
500 nm. These are rather extreme assumptions and the uncertainties due to the profiles are
expected to be much less in reality and can safely be neglected. We added a corresponding
sentence in the relevant paragraph:

The influence of aerosol and atmospheric vertical profiles on the global irradiance has been
investigated and was found to be negligible (smaller than 0.6% at 80° SZA).



Page 13, first paragraph. The suggested algorithm indeed claims the smallest uncertainty and
agrees to within 0.01° with the one used in our work. The paragraph has been rewritten
accordingly with the reference (Reda and Andreas, 2004) included:

First of all, great care must be taken in the calculation of the SZA. An SZA error of 0.1° (e.g.
when neglecting refraction of the atmosphere) results in errors of up to 3% in the global
irradiance at 500 nm and 80° SZA and 1.5% at 70° SZA. Comparing different available SZA
algorithms (Duffett-Smith and Zwart, 2011, Blanco-Muriel et al., 2001, Spencer, 1971,), we
found differences of up to 0.3°. The algorithm of Reda and Andreas (2004) claims an
uncertainty of below 0.001° and agrees within 0.01° with the one used in this study (Duffett-
Smith and Zwart, 2011) which includes the refraction of a standard atmosphere.

Page 14, line 10. The word tropospheric has been added.

Page 14, line 25. The term uncertainty is used now. The significance is specified in the
sentence:

All uncertainties are independent, added quadratically and estimate the 1o standard deviation.
Page 14, line 32. In the figure has been added.
Page 16, line 28, line 12. 4% in both instances.

Page 19, line 24. We had stated before in section 5.1 (page 16, line 28) that a tilt of 1° would
be still be reasonable and would reproduce the magnitude of the observed hysteresis. We have
also added that a tilt of 1° would, to a good approximation, have double the effect.

As reasoned above, we would prefer to keep the tilt as a scenario of explaining the
discrepancies between the standard scenario and the observations.

Table 1. Definitions have been added: po is the albedo parameter in the snow RPV model,
a and B are the aerosol Angstrom parameters.

Figure 4. Corrected

Figure 8a/b. We have discussed all factors (scenarios) individually to show each influence, in
section 5.1 (page 16, line 8) and 5.2 (page 19, line 3) we did state that a combination of the
scenarios yield the best result. We have also added that the effects can be added linearly to
good approximation.



