
Referee #1 : 

Do I understand correctly (from your answers to the other referee) that you are best fitting the 

observed spectra with the model output spectra, based on triplets of H,z,t values? If that is the case, 

a) it should appear clearly in the abstract and in the methodology 

b) retrieved t should also appear in Table 2 (even if there is no measured equivalent) and 

something said about how these values compare to “sensible” values in the literature… 

 

This is not enough. Captions should be self-explaining, with location referring to each pond shown 

 



This is in Figure 7, not 8. I believe that what the referee would like to see, given the heterogeneity, 

and I agree, is where on the picture, the measurement was taken. If this info is not available, 

mention it in, the caption. 

 

Referee #2: 

Well, I believe this still remains cryptic for a non-specialist in the domain. I suggest that you add a 

short introductory paragraph at the beginning of section 2 (model description) with a tentative title 

such as: 2.1 New developments on melt pond reflections model. That paragraph would summarize 

your arguments presented here above. 

How did you change the conclusion accordingly?... This again is important for non-specialists to see 

the broader applications. From the detailed comments, nothing seems to have been changed in the 

conclusion. 



a) I am sorry, but I don’t see how you can judge “accuracy” if you don’t know the 

real/measured value!?!.. 

b) I don’t see these arguments developed clearly in the discussion. Where is this said precisely? 

 

This is not enough, in my view…compared to what the reviewer asked 

Well, to me, by seeing how well it reproduces the observations… and you have the quantitative 

answer to that in your data… 

 

a) I did not find the Newton-Raphson method mentioned in the paper 



b) Retrieval of the parameters… I think this is something that was unclear to all readers… it is 

however a crucial output of the paper!... I think it would deserve a “method supplementary 

material” in which you show on an example how the three parameters are retrieved. Surely 

there must be a (graphic?) way to show that you chose the best combination of the three 

parameters by reducing RMS. How do we know this is a “univoqual” solution in each case? 

How do we know there are no multiple combinations of the three variables resulting in a 

similarly good fitting of the spectra? 

Here the reviewer makes explicit suggestions on the type of questions that should be answered in 

this discussion section of the text…not only as a response to him!...I don’t think this has been done. It 

is not enough to answer that these matters have been “stated throughout the manuscript”. 

 

For all the comments on the Conclusion, the same applies… it is not enough to answer to the 

reviewer and not change things in the text, and state that “most of the facts are performed in the 



main text”. Please develop the conclusion as a summary of the main outputs and perspectives of 

your work. 


