Author’s response to Reviewer #2

We thank all referees for their comments which have helped us to clarify the text.

We have added a reference to the overview paper of URBAN 2000, since here also doppler lidar measurements are described

The sampling frequency was rather high throughout the period (1 Hz and 0.3 Hz later on). However, especially during the 1Hz period
we had problems with sufficient SNR at the top of the boundary layer. When using 30% of data availability, we still use 180 or 540
data points to calculate the variance per 30 minute period. For higher order statistics this may not be sufficient. However, we do not

use skewness and kurtosis to derive the mixing height.

Half hour periods with rain are filtered out. Clouds are only implicitly excluded, since the signal dramatically reduces inside the
clouds. After taking this into consideration, in the convective and in the stable boundary layers the spread in these 21 values is not
large and usually around zero (i.e., all 21 threshold values result in the mixing height being at the same range gate at 18 m gate
resolution). However, in the transitions (morning and evening) there could be some spread. There is an example of the spread in

figure 7 of Barlow et al., 2015. We've added these details in section 2.2 (last paragraph).

The classes were defined so that each class would contain more than 15% of the available data and the data would be somewhat

evenly distributed. This is now added in the text

This classification was really meant to relate the depth of mixing to the building height and the roughness sublayer and on the other
hand the deep convective boundary layer. Twice the building height is generally considered the minimum roughness sublayer depth.

We have added some text here and there in this paragraph to make this clearer.

We apologise, this was an error introduced in redrafting - the V was extraneous and has been removed.



