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Apart from being rather chagrined that I didn’t think  his elegant formulation. In fact, I'm delighted to know

of the solution presented by Dr. Davies-Jones (pp.

2073-2075, this issue), I have no difficulty accepting

plore further the ramificatio

that such a solution exists, as it allows all of us to ex-

ns of this model.

a Q-field at time = 1.00 b Magnitude of Q—gradient at time = 1.00
————— P
R i .
- _ S R g//—————-——-—-.__\'so%
- - g~ - - |- - -7 oo - ) 3
L e R
- - o -7 _-l- ..M"_—_"._'—— T~ o /_\LN
e R PR \ \
~ o PRGN L S
S A o i o H
~ . PR T\ S~ ~
~ - ~ e - 7 , 7, ) /"\ <
N - _ . , , o/—\
[~ S -
= &~ - -, :
= - B~ - - - ’ '.@\/

\.‘,,,\H_M

Nt >

S~

_———__——/
- ~e—
w—-—-‘—'——'—*—
c Advection of Q at time = 1.00 d Q-frontogenesis at time = 1.00
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FI1G. 1. (a) Solution for Q field at # = 1.00. Notation is essentiall

magnitude field, (c) as in (a) except for Q-advection field, and (d) as in (a) except for Q-frontogenesis field,

y the same as in the original manuscript, (b) as in (a) except for O-gradient
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I fear that my conditioning to accept the nonlinearity ~ on a microcomputer. I am providing revised figures as
of the advection terms in more general situations was  a means of illustrating how much of an error my ap-
my undoing in this case. Once one recognizes that the proximations incurred and to show some more ad-
flow field is fixed, the typical difficulty with such terms  vanced (in time) calculations (Figs. 1-4). As Dr. Davies-
disappears. The removal of my self-imposed require- Jones has suggested, the major problem is with the
ment for approximating the solution numerically also  original calculation of the Q-gradient magnitude near
removes a reservation, expressed by one of the review-  the origin. Other adjustments are rather more subtle
ers of my original manuscript, which was motivated to the eye.
by the temporal truncation errors in my approach. The times used in the revised figures (Figs. I and 2)

Using his solution, I have redone the calculations do not correspond exactly to those originally used. In

o

a Q-field at time = 2.00 b Magnitude of Q—gradient at time = 2.00
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Advection of Q at time =

2.00 ) d Q-frontogenesis at time = 2.00
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FI1G. 2. As in Fig. 1 except at ¢ = 2.00.






