
Response to Reviewer 1’s comments: 

 

The revised manuscript is well presented and well structured. The authors' response 

covers all doubts and questions raised, and appropriate changes have been applied to 

the manuscript. However, I still have some minor scientific and technical comments 

which you can find here below. 

The authors thank the reviewer for their kind comments and for their assistance in 

improving the manuscript. 

Scientific comments/questions 

1. Line 244: in the current work, the wind-farm start-up phase lasts for 20 minutes. 

Have you checked whether the selected time horizon suffices for reaching a 

fully-developed statistically steady-state flow in and around the farm? I believe 

that this is important since the SOWFA outputs are further compared against 

steady-state models. 

The authors thank for the reviewer for their comment. We have not done statistical 

analysis on the fully-developed SOWFA flow, but chose the length of start-up time 

based on previous experience and an approximate calculation that is based on how 

long it would take a flow at freestream velocity to travel through the full domain. In this 

case, for a 10 km long domain, at 8.5 m/s freestream (just below all the average wind 

speeds of the precursors), it would take wakes 10 km / 8.5 m/s ≈ 1200 seconds to reach 

the end of the domain. Based on this, and the fact the precursors were run for 21,600 

seconds to establish a steady-state freestream, the authors felt confident in taking an 

average over 2400 seconds of simulation to capture pseudo-steady-state turbine/flow 

data. Additional explanation has been added to the text, as shown below. 

 

 

2. Line 264: Are the coefficients of the Crespo-Hernandez wake-added turbulence 

model the original ones? If not, I would suggest including them in the 

manuscript (for instance, as done in Doekemeijer et al. Table A1). 



 

The authors appreciate the reviewer’s feedback. The Crespo-Hernandez model 

coefficients used are the same as are defined in the example input file for the 

Cumulative Curl model in the FLORIS GitHub repository. For clarity and reference, 

those values have been added as shown below. 

 

 

Technical comments 

 

1. Throughout the manuscript, the precursor simulations are labelled with wind-

farm names (see Tables 1 and 2). However, these precursor simulations are then 

used to drive the flow across idealized farm layouts (i.e. reference, rotated and 

gap farm). This creates confusion, especially while looking at Figs. 5, 6 and 7, 

where in the title of each subplot there are two wind-farm names. Hence, I 

would suggest labelling the precursor simulations differently. 

The authors thank the reviewer for their feedback. Figures 1, 5, 6, and 7 have been 

more clearly labeled to indicate what precursor and layout are being used, as shown 

below. 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

2.  

There are no references to Table 1 throughout the manuscript. This might be a 

typo. 

The authors thank the reviewer for pointing this out. We have corrected the table 

references as shown below. Note that latexdiff did not pickup the update of the table 

number. 

 

 



 

3.  

Line 179: typo a -> as 

The authors thank the reviewer for pointing this out. The typo has been corrected. 

 


