The authors have improved the manuscript, however, the paper can still be improved in the
following aspects:

1. The first 2 questions in the last round of review | asked about the up-shot of the
paper. This is because in the introduction, the goal of the paper is still not clear to
me. | spend most of my time working on polar region, but not on icy moons. | would
ask the following questions after reading the introduction and would suggest the
answers are integrated into the introduction. The questions may be naive in the
authors perspective, but would be useful for general readers.

a. The authors want to find an analogy of icy moon surfaces on earth. Why
would it be significant?

b. The authors want to claim that polar ice sheets on earth are good candidates
foricy moon environments. How could this analogy be drawn? In another word,
in what aspect the icy moon and polar region on earth are similar? In terms of
environment? Or in terms of active and passive microwave signatures? The
author said ’To find analog of these environments on Earth, we therefore turn
to cold, radar-bright snow and porous ice’, it would be great if the authors can
elaborate further on this point.

c. Veryimportant, what are the simulations trying to show? What question can
the simulation answer? | know that SMRT can somewhat simulate the active
and passive signature of Antarctica even before the paper is submitted.

2. The authors claim that the current simulations are satisfactory in terms of the
emissivity. Could the authors elaborate more on this? Based on what criterion would
the authors claim that the simulations are satisfying?

3. Theauthors mentioned that they use the 270K to obtain the emissivity. Why would the
authors use this particular value?

4. Some of the materials in the discussion section can be moved to the introduction,
especially why this region in Antarctica can be used as an analog to icy moons.



