
Reply for 2# Referee: 

The study of Láng-Ritter et al. investigates extra-tropical cyclones and their impact on the 
electricity grid in Finland between 2005 and 2018. The authors analyse 92 selected cyclones, 
which they define as windstorms, where power outages in Finland can be registered. 
 
The study compares a set of cyclones with windstorms (impact in Finland) by means of 
selected cyclone criteria. The authors use a classification approach where the location and 
propagation direction of the cyclone into the target region is used. 
 
The manuscript is well written and structured. The reader can nicely follow. 

I have only one bigger comment: in my opinion the authors slightly exaggerate the value of 
their study. The manuscript gives insights in parts of characteristics of extra-tropical cyclones 
and windstorms over Finland which is definitely interesting and relevant. The authors write in 
the conclusion that the aim of the study is to improve preparedness for future windstorm risk, 
provide tools for forecasting windstorm impacts, etc. 
There are definitely further steps to do to achieve these goals. 
I suggest to clarify it in the conclusion. (see also my last minor comment) 

Reply: We thank the reviewer for their constructive comments and are pleased to hear that 
they found the manuscript well written, structured and interesting. We have copied all 
detailed comments below in blue and provided our responses to each specific comment in 
black. 

We agree with the general comment regarding the preparation for windstorm risks and have 
moderated our conclusions and other parts of the manuscript accordingly, acknowledging in 
hindsight that they slightly exaggerated what our study had achieved.  Based on this and your 
last comment, we have now revised the last paragraph of Conclusions as follows, line 532-
545: 

“Using impact data is crucial for understanding windstorm damage, developing new impact 
models, and enhancing meteorological tools. However, challenges such as data reliability, 
variability, and limitations of current datasets need to be addressed (Láng-Ritter and Mäkelä, 
2021). Although our results are not directly usable for operational impact forecasts 
or/warnings, they demonstrate the high potential of such new meteorological applications. An 
operational impact model (likely machine learning –based) would need to be trained with an 
extensive dataset of meteorological, environmental and impact variables, and it would need 
to be tested and validated in real cases. In a national Finnish context, this would be possible 
to establish due to the availability of impact (i.e., outage) data, but unfortunately for larger 
regions such a service would be difficult to establish due to limitations in the impact data 
availability. 



In summary, this study improves our understanding of extratropical cyclones and windstorm 
impacts, highlighting the importance of seasonality and regional characteristics. Future 
research should explore the relationship between meteorological conditions, and societal, 
and environmental factors to enhance resilience against windstorm impacts. Extending the 
work to include analysis of vulnerability (e.g. electricity grid located close to trees) and 
exposure (the part of the electricity grid above the ground) would further improve the 
understanding of windstorm risks.” 

Additionally some minor changes on lines: 

L71-72: The previous manuscript mentioned windstorm risks, but we have now toned this 
down since we are not dealing directly with risks. 

“The goal is to enhance preparedness for future windstorms and wind risks…“  

to  

“The goal is to enhance preparedness for future windstorms…” 

Please find below further minor comments which I recommend to consider before 
publication. 

L 5: The impact is purely on power outage, correct? Can you include it to avoid 
misunderstanding. 

Reply: Yes, that is correct. We have now revised the abstract accordingly and the text in line 5 
now reads “... we select them based on their impacts, namely power outages, to reach a 
more....” 

L. 45: MSLP is typically used for mean sea level pressure. 

Reply: Thank you for noticing this, we have changed the definition of MSLP on this line to 
mean sea level pressure. 

L. 98: The 3 s wind gust is computed every time step. Isn’t this the internal model time step 
instead of the time resolution of the data, which is 1h? 

Reply: This was an issue of terminology – there was some confusion between the model 
internal timestep and the output frequency. This sentence has been revised (lines 100-102) 
and now reads “The 3 s wind gust is computed at every model timestep (12 minutes) and the 
maximum value since the last post-processing period is output. In ERA5, the post-processing 
period is 1 hour and thus we obtain the maximum 3 s wind gust that occurred in previous 1 
hour.” 



L. 139: is it possible to see a clear relationship with NDP and wind storms? Can it happen that 
one failure which is related with a wind storm leads to a different numbers of NDP dependent 
on the location of the failure within the electricity grid. Are there more and less vulnerable 
locations in the grid? This would include further random effects in the relationship.  

Reply: You are correct, it is exactly like this. The vulnerability of the Finnish grid to windstorms 
varies significantly by region. This variation is influenced by the grid type (overhead vs. 
underground cabling), environmental factors, and maintenance practices (e.g., proximity to 
trees and tree species). For NDP, population or household density also plays a role. 

In an operational impact forecasting model, network structure and other vulnerability factors 
should be included, ensuring that observed impacts at specific locations align with 
corresponding environmental and meteorological data. However, in our study, impact data is 
compiled for larger regions due to the unavailability of more precise data, making this 
approach unfeasible. 

L. 186: is your comparison of days with failure and the occurrence of windstorms fully 
subjective? When do you decide that there is no cyclone around (case 2), line 187) and when 
is a cyclone near enough to potentially have impact on the outage?  Are there objective 
(transparent) criteria to decide? Can you convince the reader that this validation works well, 
e.g. by adding meaningful examples to the supplement?  

Reply: We decide that there is no cyclone present if no objectively identified cyclone track is 
detected in the area 0–60°E, 50–75°N. By visually inspecting synoptic analysis charts, this 
approach (and the size of the box) was found to be valid in almost all situations. In a very 
small number of cases, there were days with >50,000 NDP but no cyclone objectively 
identified by the TRACK software in this box. This absence is most likely due to limitations of 
the TRACK algorithm, particularly when the cyclone is very stationary or short-lived (i.e., 
moving less than 500 km during its lifetime).  

Our method can be considered mainly objective because we use the observed outages as the 
filter; if indeed > 50,000 NDPs are recorded labelled in the data as “due to the wind”, we can 
safely assume there must have been a windstorm.  On the other hand, it is true that the 
method is subjective because we set NDP > 50,000 as a threshold—why not 10,000 or 
60,000? However, if we must define a limit, we had to do so somehow, and this limit was 
chosen based on expert comments. In our study we additionally assume that the outage data 
is correctly labelled, which might sometimes not be the case (i.e., they are not due to a 
windstorm but to convective storm). 

We added some extra details to the line 198-199 (case 2): “no extratropical cyclone tracks 
were found within the defined area (0-60E, 50-75N)." 



L. 196: how is the cyclone classified if it passes both boxes F_N and F_S? This would be 
exactly the blue example in Fig. 2-2.  

Reply: The classification is based on the first-entered box. We have included a clarification to 
the Fig. 2 caption and to lines 212-213: “In case the extratropical cyclone passes over Finland, 
it is classified to class FN (Northern Finland, dark blue box) or class FS (Southern Finland, red 
box) according to which box it entered first.” 

L. 236: how is it possible that strong winds do not effect Finland but the cyclone leads to an 
outage? 

Reply: This sentence “for OS windstorms, the strong winds often remain outside of the domain 
of Finland, and when they do extend over Finland, they rather impact Southern or South-
Eastern Finland" was possibly mis-leading, particularly the part in italics. Our intended 
meaning was that for OS windstorms, a large share of wind gusts remain outside Finland 
because the strongest wind gusts often occur on the southern side of the low-pressure 
center. However, the OS windstorms included in our list have caused significant impacts 
(>50,000 NDP) in Finland, typically in Southern and South-Eastern regions. 

We have now clarified it on lines 249-251 : ”In contrast, for OS windstorms, a large share of 
wind gusts remain outside Finland (strongest wind gusts often occur on the southern side of 
the low-pressure center).” 

L. 260: F_N-NW has the shortest lifetime and F_N-SW the longest. How can this be 
understood since the difference of the classes is only the more northerly or southerly 
propagation? Probably the cyclones originate in different locations.  

Reply: That is how we understand it as well and this can be observed in Figures 5c and 5d. 
F_N-SW windstorms tend to originate farther south and west, whereas F_N-NW windstorms 
typically form near Iceland. 

Fig. 4: you are not using all classes out of theoretically 8 classes. You should mention that. I 
am wondering how reliable the box plot is, e.g. for F_S-NW and F_S-SE including 5 and 4 
cases, respectively.  

Reply: We have now mentioned this on lines 271-274: “In the characteristic comparison, we 
only considered classes F because a comparison with classes O would not be fair. This is due 
to the large size of the bounding box including numerous cyclone tracks in class O that do not 
affect the domain of Finland at all. Also, classes FN_NE and FS_NE are omitted here because 
they did not contain any windstorms.” 

L. 315: Fig 6a and b show one case each which has its origin in a very southerly position 
(around 10°N). This is still the North Atlantic, isn’t it? Please reformulate.  



Reply: You are correct, the North Atlantic refers to that part of Atlantic > 0°N. We have 
reformulated as follows:“...however, in rare cases also NW-windstorms develop in the 
southernmost regions of the North Atlantic (Figure 6a).” 

L. 353: you have not analysed the wind direction but the propagation of the cyclone. It has not 
to be the same. It is interesting that both SE classes (F_N, F_S) show a huge difference in NDP. 
Do you have an idea. Probably your statement is true, that the classes contain 4 and 1 events 
which is much too small in order to draw clear conclusions.  

Reply: Regarding the winds, you are correct that we have not analyzed wind directions. 
However, by visually inspecting synoptic weather charts we see that windstorms associated 
with an south/easterly flow tend to have more easterly winds than those arriving from the 
western sector. Additionally, we also think given the relatively small number of windstorms in 
both of the classes, we should not overly interpret these results, however, if we were to 
speculate, we think that population density may also influence the results in different areas of 
Finland. For example, Figure 5f shows that the F_N windstorm followed an unusual route and 
mainly affected the eastern part of the country (see Figure 10), whereas F_S windstorms 
impacted the southern part, which is more densely populated than eastern Finland. 

We have reformulated, lines 369-370: “...possible reason might be the easterly direction of 
arrival with more easterly winds, as trees are less used to this direction, making them more 
prone to falling.” 

L. 379: can you exactly define the threshold for medium and strong correlation? 

Reply: The definition and interpretations for correlations can vary slightly depending on the 
field of study, however, the general guideline is that the strength of a correlation is classified 
as weak (0 to 0.3), moderate (0.3 to 0.5), or strong (above 0.5). More specific guidelines exist, 
but the interpretation depends on the context and what is being measured. We modified the 
text on lines 386-387 and have included reference to clarify: “Correlation definitions vary by 
field of study, but generally, they are classified as weak (0 to 0.3), moderate (0.3 to 0.5), or 
strong (above 0.5), which we also use in this study (Turney, 2022).” 

L. 396: I agree the argument that soil condition can influence tree fall. But Fig. 9 agrees with 
the general relationship between number of storms and number of NDP (largest number of 
storms and NDP in autumn, second largest of both in winter).  

Reply: This is a good point, and we have now added additional analysis and discussion to the 
text to support our claim: 

Lines 419-427: “Among the windstorms analyzed in this study, autumn storms had similar 
median in minimum MSLP of 975 hPa and winter storms 977 hPa, however, winter storms 
produced slightly stronger median wind gusts 28.3 ms-1 compared to 26.8 ms-1 for autumn 



(analysis not shown). This suggests that soil frost in winter anchors tree roots more effectively, 
preventing trees from falling, as recently demonstrated by Haakana et al. (2024)… 
…Additionally, summer windstorms show slightly higher median in minimum MSLP and 
maximum wind gusts than spring windstorms, with values of 988 hPa and 23.6 ms-1 
compared to 980 hPa and 23.0 ms-1, respectively.” 

L. 421: doubling of word “types” 

Reply: Thank you, we have corrected this. 

L. 462: The goal you are highlighting here, is a nice motivation for upcoming studies. But you 
are not addressing it with your current study. Your classification approach allows to 
distinguish between cyclone characteristics of windstorms (impact cyclones in your 
definition) in the different regions and propagation directions and cyclones (without impact). 
This is a nice way to learn about these cyclone properties. To learn about risks and to perform 
impact forecast, you would need an impact model. This can be more or less complex but 
needs at least a description of a relationship between meteorological parameters (e.g. gust, 
soil temperature, precipitation, …) and impact (NDP in your case). You are not analysing when 
a characteristic leads to impact, when not, and when characteristic leads to no impact (false 
alarm). This would go into the direction of understanding risk. I agree, further research is 
needed to achieve this aims.  

Reply: Thank you, we do agree with your comment and it has interesting aspects. 
Furthermore, we have revised lines 489-491 as follows: ”The goal is to improve understanding 
of the relationship between windstorm characteristics and impacts and to propose new 
methods for distinguishing impacting windstorms from non-impacting ones, as well as for 
assessing windstorm impacts in Finland and similar regions.” 

 


