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We thank Anonymous Referee #2 for his/her efforts, and answer to the referee’s con-
cerns as follows:

1. The authors do not discuss performance of the used model and its applicabil-
ity to the considered problem. The only phrase gives a reader some information
on these issues: ”...we followed the approach presented by Pedro and Gillespie
(1982) and Nikolayev et al. (1996), which has been found to agree well with em-
pirical measurements of dew collection (e.g. Beysens et al., 2005)” (page 2; lines
110-113). However, in my opinion, the mentioned paper (Beysens et al., 2005)
does not support this conclusion. In fact, the results of the model verification
are not presented in (Beysens et al., 2005), except for one picture comparing
simulated mass of the condensed water with the mass measured in 1 experi-
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mental site during 8 hours. This result does not give any basis for use of the
model without any additional verification, especially for its use for the global
and multi-year scales. I suggest the authors to present more references which
could demonstrate for a reader that the model is applicable for different phys-
iographic/climatic conditions, seasons, etc. Note that the authors of the model
(Nikolayev et al., 1996) did not use any empirical measurements at all for the
model verification.

This is a very good comment. It is true that Beysens et al. (2005) present only one
figure in support of their figure, but their text states, for example: ”This software was
verified against the experimental data in Ajaccio, Bordeaux and Grenoble. As a rule,
the variance of the difference between the measured and simulated temperatures of
the condenser plate did not exceed 0.5 ◦C.” They do, however, acknowledge limitations
in the model, and we will include further discussion on these in the revised manuscript.

We will also include several more references to studies that have applied a similar en-
ergy balance model. The models vary mainly in their selection of transfer coefficients,
and the revised manuscript will include further discussion on this topic.
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2. Any model has some parameters, which can not be assigned a priori and have
to be adjusted though calibration against the available measurements. Without
calibration, as well as without any comparison with experiment data, simula-
tion results look rather arbitrary. I suggest the authors to give complete list of
the model parameter values and refer to publications from where the values are
taken. Also, it would be useful to add small discussion on the parameters vari-
ability in space and time.

All the parameters used in our model are listed or explained either in the section Meth-
ods or in Table 1 (or among the relevant part of the Results section). Furthermore,
the source code of the model will be made public, although only after the article may
be accepted for final publication. Although some of the used parameters are at least
semi-empirical, the energy balance model itself has a solid theoretical foundation.

Discussion on the variability of the parameters will be added in the revised version of
the manuscript.

3. There are many sources of uncertainty of the obtained assessments of the
global potential for collecting water from dew. Among the most important, the
uncertainties of the model structure, parameters and meteorological inputs can
be mentioned. I have no doubt that these uncertainties affect the obtained as-
sessments and their credibility in a large degree. I suggest the authors to take
this issue into account in the discussion section and to moderate some conclu-
sions. In particular, I do not see any basis for the conclusion that ”the long (sim-
ulated) time-series in our study provides information about the seasonal varia-
tion of dew formation as well as long-term trends in dew yield, which may be
associated with climate change”

Discussion on uncertainties will be added in the revised version of the manuscript. We
will also further emphasize the limitations of a global modeling approach.
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