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Abstract Recent progress in modeling fogwater (and low cloud water) deposition over terrestrial
ecosystems during fogwater droplet interception by vegetative surfaces is reviewed. Several types of
models and parameterizations for fogwater deposition are discussed with comparing assumptions, input
parameter requirements, and modeled processes. The relationships among deposition velocity of
fogwater (Vd) in model results, wind speed, and plant species structures associated with literature values are
gathered for model validation. Quantitative comparisons between model results and observations in forest
environments revealed differences as large as 2 orders ofmagnitude, which are likely caused by uncertainties in
measurement techniques over heterogeneous landscapes. Results from the literature review show that Vd
values ranged from 2.1 to 8.0 cm s�1 for short vegetation, whereas Vd=7.7–92 cm s�1 and 0–20 cm s�1 for
forests measured by throughfall-basedmethods and the eddy covariance method, respectively. This review
also discusses the current understanding of the impacts of fogwater deposition on atmosphere-land
interactions and over complex terrain based on results from numerical studies. Lastly, future research
priorities in innovative modeling and observational approaches for model validation are outlined.

1. Introduction

The importance of water and nutrient inputs via fog (defined as low clouds in contact with the Earth’s surface)
that is deposited to terrestrial ecosystems at high elevations and its role in the hydrological cycle has been
recognized since the beginning of the last century [Marioth, 1906; Linke, 1916; Grunow, 1955]. In fog that
occurs at the surface of the atmospheric boundary layer, liquid water droplets are transported downward by
turbulence that is generated by wind shear, and eventually, these droplets are intercepted by the plant canopies
[Lovett, 1984]. The intercepted water drips to the soil surface under the canopies in the form of throughfall or as
stemflow in a phenomenon known as fogwater deposition [Means, 1927; Byers, 1953; Azevedo andMorgan, 1974].
In semiarid and arid regions, in particular, fogwater deposition has long been recognized as an important factor
in determining the water balance of woody plants [Armstrong, 1990; Schemenauer and Cereceda, 1994; Olivier,
2002; Del Val et al., 2006; Hildebrandt and Eltahir, 2007]. In terms of negative influences of fog, acidic fogwater
deposition has been associated with forest decline in industrialized areas [Anderson et al., 1999]. Fog chemistry
projects conducted during the past few decades indicate that forest ecosystems are exposed to higher ion
concentrations through fogwater than through precipitation [Saxena and Lin, 1990; Kalina and Puxbaum, 1994;
Schemenauer et al., 1994; Fuzzi et al., 1996; Aneja et al., 1998; Kalina et al., 1998; Wrzesinsky and Klemm, 2000].

Several studies on the first estimates of fogwater deposition have emphasized that there is a significant
contribution from fogwater deposition to total deposition fluxes of water and pollutants [Lovett, 1984; Miller
et al., 1993a, 1993b; Pahl et al., 1994; Burkard et al., 2003]. Fog is considered a substantial source of water input
to cloud forests [Vogelmann, 1973] and coastal redwood ecosystems [Dawson, 1998] with positive effects on
their water status. In cases with high pollution loadings, fogwater deposition is considered a negative effect
directly related to forest decline [Vong et al., 1991]. Now, several observational approaches are used for
quantifying fogwater deposition; these include passive fog gauges [e.g., Cavelier et al., 1996], the canopy
water balance method [e.g., Juvik and Nullet, 1995], the eddy covariance approach [e.g., Beswick et al., 1991],
and the mass-balance approach [e.g., Schmid et al., 2011]. However, such measurements have limitations
because they cannot be carried out over long-term periods and still do not work well over complex terrain.
For these reasons, many numerical simulationmodels for estimation of fogwater deposition to vegetation have
been developed over the past several decades (Table 1); these models are reviewed in detail in this paper.
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Most models compute fogwater deposition as
the sum of the following two independent
processes: (1) turbulence-driven fog droplet
interception and scavenging by forest elements
(mainly by leaves) and (2) gravitational droplet
sedimentation of larger droplets. Modeling the
effects of these factors appropriately remains
very challenging since fogwater deposition is
influenced by numerous factors such as liquid
water content (LWC), droplet size distribution,
wind speed profiles above and within the
canopies, the vertical profiles of leaf and
stem/branch areas within the canopy, and
the heterogeneity of the forest structure
[Lovett, 1984; Lovett and Reiners, 1986]. As
a result, various modeling approaches as
summarized in Table 1 have been proposed
to quantify fogwater deposition. Presently,
there is no single model that performs best
in all aspects and under all conditions where
fogwater deposition is believed to be a relevant
component in the ecosystem’s hydrological
and nutrient cycles.

Several papers have articulated the state of
knowledge of fogwater deposition models
[Vong et al., 1991; Gallagher et al., 1997; Wesely
and Hicks, 2000; Bruijnzeel et al., 2005; Pryor
et al., 2008]. Bruijnzeel et al. [2011] recently
developed the first regional maps of modeled
fogwater deposition and demonstrated
difficulties of direct comparisons between
modeled and point measurements due to local
topography and variable vegetation cover.
These uncertainties of the models are primarily
associated with the prediction accuracy of one-
dimensional (1-D) fogwater deposition models
or the parameterization included as the surface
boundary condition in three-dimensional (3-D)
meteorological models. However, fogwater
deposition is only crudely represented, or
completely neglected, even in the state-of-art
3-D fog forecast models reviewed by Gultepe
et al. [2007]. Hence, a module for fogwater
deposition calculations must be considered to
the surface boundary condition of a 3-D fog
forecast model that is relevant to quantify
the removal of fog droplets by vegetation
from the atmosphere. While I will not address
generalized fog forecast modeling in this
review, the improvement of fogwater
deposition modeling is both essential for
stand-alone applications of suchmodels and for
their incorporation into amore complex 3-D fog
forecast modeling system.Ta
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This paper aims to review the recent progress inmodeling fogwater deposition for terrestrial ecosystems. As an
introduction, roles of fogwater deposition in atmosphere-land interactions are summarized based on several
numerical modeling studies (section 2). Then, recent progress that has been made in 1-D fogwater deposition
modeling is reviewed (section 3). Furthermore, comprehensive comparisons between these models and
available data for fogwater deposition are made to show uncertainties of both models and observations
(section 4). The studies for implementation of fogwater deposition scheme to meteorological (and fog forecast)
models are also reviewed, and the difficulties of such modeling approach are discussed (section 5). Finally,
future research needs for fogwater deposition modeling are identified through revealing the remaining
uncertainties in our understanding (section 6). It should be noted that capture by the vegetative surface (mainly
by plant leaves during the growing season but also by branches and stems when leaves are absent or few) of
wind-driven fog or cloud droplets is widely referred to as fog drip [Byers, 1953], fog precipitation [Nagel, 1956],
fogwater or occult precipitation [Rutter, 1975], fogwater deposition [Dollard et al., 1983], or fog or cloud
interception [e.g., Bruijnzeel et al., 2005]. The term fogwater deposition is used throughout the present paper.

2. Roles of Fogwater Deposition for Ecosystems

Observational knowledge of influences of fogwater deposition (and fog itself) on atmosphere-land interactions
such as water input, energy budget, evapotranspiration, plant growth, and ecosystem development within cloud
forests has drastically increased in recent decades. A detailed review by Bruijnzeel et al. [2011] discussed the
current knowledge of hydrometeorology in tropical montane cloud forests throughout the world. In contrast,
there are still very few numerical studies related to this topic [Hildebrandt and Eltahir, 2007, 2008; Hildebrandt
et al., 2007; Katata et al., 2010]. Although such studies are few in number, they are very helpful for systematically
examining the relationship between fogwater deposition and atmosphere-land interactions over terrestrial
ecosystems. In what follows, we will focus on the general aspects of atmosphere-land interactions related to
fogwater deposition while introducing observational evidence. However, it should be noted that these
generalizations are based on very few scientific studies and hence are associatedwith a high degree of uncertainty.

2.1. Influence on Water Exchanges

A summary of the atmosphere-vegetation-soil interactions affected by fogwater deposition is schematically
shown in Figure 1 (from Katata et al. [2010]). When fogwater deposition occurs, the liquid water from the fog
is retained by the leaves as leaf surface water (Figure 1, process no. 1). When the leaf surface water exceeds

Figure 1. Schematic diagram of the interdependency between water, energy, and CO2 exchange processes related to
fogwater deposition in the multilayer atmosphere-SOiL-VEGetation model, SOLVEG (reprint from Katata et al. [2010]).
Arrow thicknesses indicate their relative importance.
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the water storage capacity of the leaves, liquid water retained on the leaf surfaces drips from the leaves to the
soil (Figure 1, process no. 2). This water then infiltrates into the soil, thus increasing evaporation from the soil
(Figure 1, process no. 3). Importantly, fogwater deposition not only keeps the soil layers near the ground
surface wet but also provides water for the deeper soil layers, which is important for effective water uptake by
plant roots [Katata et al., 2010].

Hildebrandt et al. [2007] demonstrated that soil infiltration is deeper when fog is present because of the low
evaporative demand, which results in water being stored in the deeper layers where it is protected from soil
evaporation and out of the reach of shallow-rooted plants such as grasses. This water is, however, still
available for transpiration by deep-rooted plants such as trees, particularly during periods of high evaporative
demand when surface soils may partially or completely dry out. Both studies agree that fogwater deposition
provides an important water source, and trees with deep roots may suffer from competition with grasses in
semiarid environments. Hildebrandt and Eltahir [2008] examined fogwater inputs to a seasonal semiarid cloud
forest in Oman using a dynamic vegetation model coupled with an analytical fogwater deposition model
[Slinn, 1982]. Their results demonstrate that the magnitude of fogwater deposition depends strongly on the
vegetation and that sufficient amounts of fogwater to sustain forests can only be gathered under the
prerequisite that forests are already present. Therefore, once a canopy has been established via reforestation
and the roughness of the surface increases, forest trees may be able to capture sufficient amounts of fogwater
to sustain themselves. This finding agrees with purely experimental evidence from the Mediterranean region
[Valiente et al., 2011]. Such a feedback is generally only expected in water limited areas where cloud forests may
have been established in historical times under a different climate regime or where horizontal precipitation
(namely, the turbulent fraction thereof) is a relevant contribution to thewater balance. In all cases, this feedback
mechanism appears important for any such forests with temporarily elevated water demands (e.g., during
the dry season) [Hildebrandt et al., 2007].

The increase in leaf surface water due to fogwater deposition causes enhanced direct evaporation from
the leaf surface water (Figure 1, process no. 4), which results in reduced transpiration. This reduction in
transpiration is not only directly related to the reduced energy still available after wet leaf evaporation
[Eugster et al., 2006] but also to a minor extent indirectly related to decreases in the vapor pressure deficit
(VPD) that drives the turbulent exchange of water vapor once liquid water (in the plant leaves) has vaporized
(Figure 1, process no. 5). Related observational studies at a Puerto Rican elfin cloud forest [Eugster et al., 2006]
show reductions in solar radiation inputs. The indirect effect of fogwater deposition on base flow through
reduced evaporation losses may be a much more relevant effect that fog imposes on cloud forests in the
tropics, and likely elsewhere, than the direct water gains from fogwater interception. Studies using sap
flow techniques to quantify the suppression effect of fog on plant transpiration also show reductions of
transpiration by 40–60% under foggy conditions as compared to fog-free conditions [Hildebrandt and Eltahir,
2007; Reinhardt and Smith, 2008; Ritter et al., 2009]. In a subtropical mountain cloud forest range in northeastern
Taiwan, the water vapor flux is dominated by evaporation of intercepted fog and the contribution from
transpiration is limited [Mildenberger et al., 2009].

2.2. Influence on Energy Budgets

Fogwater deposition decreases the leaf temperature in the canopy via latent heat due to evaporation
from the leaf surface water (Figure 1, process no. 6), which results in decreased downward long-wave
radiation entering the soil surface (Figure 1, process no. 7). In addition, fogwater deposition also
decreases the soil temperature by increasing the latent heat flux of evaporation from the soil (Figure 1,
process no. 8).

Some observational evidence is available for the proposed influence of fogwater deposition on the energy
balance described above. Klemm et al. [2006] revealed that during foggy conditions, the short-wave radiation
was strongly reduced and the long-wave radiation was balanced. In addition, sensible and latent heat fluxes
are also strongly limited during foggy conditions. The field experiments in the Puerto Rican elfin cloud
forest [Eugster et al., 2006; Holwerda et al., 2006] showed that downward long-wave radiation falling to the
ground surface was small as a result of the deposited fog, which ultimately results in less net radiation.
Latent heat fluxes due to evaporation from wet canopies and the soil decrease both the air and leaf
temperatures (and hence, the energy balance), which is mentioned by Hildebrandt et al. [2007] along with
their descriptions of experimental data.
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2.3. Influence on CO2 Exchange

In numerical simulations, the changes in soil water content (Figure 1, process no. 9), leaf temperature
(Figure 1, process no. 10), and air humidity within the canopy (Figure 1, process no. 11) affect photosynthesis
based on the relationship between the CO2 assimilation rate and stomatal conductance. Changes in the
stomatal conductance, however, cause no significant increase in transpiration (Figure 1, process no. 12) as the
restricted transpiration caused by evaporation from leaf surface water compensates for the above effect
(Figure 1, process no. 5). Evapotranspiration from the entire canopy then eventually increases because of the
increased evaporation from the soil and leaf surface water (Figure 1, process no. 13). Fogwater deposition
consequently enhances CO2 assimilation by easing the stress level within the canopy caused by increased air
humidity around the leaf surfaces and soil water (Figure 1, process no. 14).

There is some experimental evidence supporting the conjecture that the decrease in leaf-to-air VPD
associated with cloudy conditions can enhance canopy photosynthesis [Lamaud et al., 1996; Freedman et al.,
2001; Rocha et al., 2004; Mildenberger et al., 2009; Zhang et al., 2011] and thus enhance leaf photosynthesis
[Collatz et al., 1991]. Field observations also suggest that fog can provide benefits other than increased diffuse
light, including cooler leaf temperatures and reduced VPD, both of which decrease transpiration [Gu et al.,
2002]. Although leaf wetness due to fogwater deposition could reduce the carbon gain because of the
limited diffusion of CO2 in water [Novel, 2005], water beading on hydrophobic leaf surfaces can result in
reduced transpiration and increased photosynthetic carbon gain, i.e., greater stomata opening at low VPD
[Smith and McClean, 1989]. This is because many plant species in areas with frequent leaf wetting have
strategies for surface water repulsion [Brewer et al., 1991; Brewer and Smith, 1997]. Beyond the model
predictions in Figure 1, observational studies confirm that fog typically increases the diffuse component of
sunlight at the same level of Photosynthetic Active Radiation (PAR) and thus can also enhance ecosystem
photosynthetic rates by increasing diffuse radiation within the canopy and in the understory [Johnson and
Smith, 2006; Brodersen et al., 2008; Still et al., 2009]. Specifically, this is because plant leaves have higher
radiation use efficiencies for diffuse PAR than for the direct PAR [e.g., Price and Black, 1990]. At the same time,
decreases in PAR due to foggy conditions can reduce plant photosynthesis in tropical [Letts and Mulligan,
2005] and subtropical cloud forests [Mildenberger et al., 2009]. The variation in photosynthetic responses to
foggy situations is likely due to differences in plant species [Mildenberger et al., 2009], forest structure (i.e.,
open or closed forests), and cloud optical thickness [Min, 2005]. The latest study revealed that fog can even
affect microbial dynamics and belowground carbon cycling at a coastal area in the USA [Carbone et al., 2013].
Further numerical analysis of fogwater deposition may lead to a better understanding of the complicated
linkage between fog or low cloud immersion and ecosystem carbon cycling.

3. Fogwater Deposition Modeling

In this section, the development of fogwater deposition models such as resistance, analytical, and more
sophisticated models is reviewed. Although these mechanistic (process-based) models introduced in this
section are strong tools for fogwater deposition simulation, the crucial meteorological and vegetation
parameters necessary for such models are not always available. Moreover, difficulties of model validation due
to uncertainties in modeling and observations represent issues that have not been completely resolved at
this moment in time (section 4). Given such situations, a simple empirical parameterization in conjunction
with less parameters and input data would be useful for hydrological and ecological assessments of fogwater
deposition. Such a simple parameterization would also be useful for meteorological or fog forecast modeling
studies to reduce computational costs. The existing parameterizations and implementation of those to
meteorological models are described in section 5.

3.1. Resistance Model

Shuttleworth [1977], based on the work of Hori [1953] and Merriam [1973], proposed a steady state 1-D
computational model that included the fundamental processes of fogwater deposition to, and evaporation
from, a uniform vegetation canopy. The fogwater deposition model is based on that ofMonteith [1965] using
the analogy of electrical resistance in a direct-current circuit based on the “big-leaf” concept.

Lovett et al. [1982] and Lovett [1984] adapted the Shuttleworth model by incorporating the vertical structure
of forest canopies. This model consists of two modules: (1) a structure module that simulates the structure of
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the forest and the growth of trees and (2) a hydrology module that computes the evaporation rate and the
rate of fogwater deposition resulting from impaction and sedimentation of fog droplets. The hydrology
module is again comprised of two parts. The first part simulates the turbulent diffusion of fog droplets
into the forest and the fogwater deposition to foliar and branch surfaces due to impaction and
sedimentation effects. The second part simulates the evaporation and condensation processes during
fog episodes over vegetation canopies. The sum of fluxes over all layers and all components yields the
total flux of fogwater to the canopy. The Lovett model includes the effect of vertical variation in canopy
structure through the construction of a multilayer model in which the vertical turbulent transport of
droplets is controlled by the aerodynamic resistances between model layers and between the top layer
and the air above the canopy. The droplet size distribution is that described by Best [1951]; droplets
larger than 30 μm diameter are not included. The model was used to estimate the contribution of
fogwater deposition to surface water budgets in subalpine balsam fir forests at several sites in the
Appalachian Mountains. Essentially, the model assumes homogeneous terrain and steady state
conditions in the atmospheric environment.

The Lovett model has been developed to investigate the contribution of fogwater deposition to the total acid
deposition to ecosystems in the USA in the 1990s [Vong et al., 1991]. Several studies based on the work of
Lovett [1984] have demonstrated the validity of the model through its application in practical cases with
sensitivity tests. Dasch [1988] estimated fogwater deposition at Clingmans Peak in the USA using the Lovett
model. Sigmon et al. [1989] applied the Lovett model to the Pinnacles of Shenandoah National Park in the
USA. Stogner and Saxena [1988], Saxena et al. [1989], Saxena and Lin [1990], and Lin and Saxena [1991] applied
the Lovett model to Mount Mitchell in the USA to estimate fogwater deposition. In later study, Elias et al.
[1995] ran the Lovett model and estimated fogwater deposition at forests in Czech and Germany.

Mueller and Weatherford [1988] and Mueller [1991] modified the Lovett model to handle collection efficiency
by treating it as a bulk collector (mainly leaf) rather than a multicomponent structure (stems, branches, etc.)
and ran the model with observed droplet number and size distribution data in a spruce forest at Mount
Whitetop in the USA. Mueller [1991] also modified the Lovett model to handle an explicit input of LWC to the
size distribution. This model adjusts the input distribution to get a match with the measured LWC, but it
preserves the distribution shape. Such an approach is supported by the fact that many observational studies
indicate that the mode or mean diameter of fog droplets correlates with LWC [e.g., Joslin et al., 1990]. This
approach was also used in later modeling studies [Miller et al., 1993a, 1993b; Katata et al., 2008]. Vong et al.
[1991] summarized estimations of fogwater deposition on five mountains in the eastern USA by the Lovett
model with modifications in leaf area and droplet collection efficiency.

Beswick et al. [1991] used the simplified version of the Lovett model with four canopy layers and a uniform
leaf area profile to compare calculations from this model and the analytical model (section 3.2) with eddy
covariance measurements. Their results suggest that the analytical model has an advantage over the Lovett
model if relatively simple fogwater deposition models can be used with a relationship between momentum
flux and droplet deposition velocity as a function of droplet size.

Miller et al. [1993a, 1993b] modified the Lovett model and applied it to a mixed forest at Mount Whiteface in
the USA. Modifications were made for the extinction coefficient of wind speed, wind speed-dependent
parameterization of displacement height and roughness length, capture efficiency for broad-leaved trees
(birch) based on Bache [1979], and the fog droplet size distribution.

Pahl et al. [1994] applied the Lovett model to a coniferous forest in Germany. The following modifications
of input data were made: a log-normal wind speed profile above the displacement height was assumed,
and a modified Gamma distribution was used to approximate the droplet size distribution according to
Deirmendjian [1969], with parameters fitted to observations, and leaf area index (LAI) derived from an
empirical relation with tree diameters. Kalina et al. [1998], Herckes et al. [2002], Zimmermann and Zimmermann
[2002], and Vautz et al. [2003] used this version of the Lovett model to investigate the sensitivities for
meteorological and vegetation parameters and estimated long-term accumulation of fogwater deposition.
Baumgardner et al. [2003] estimated fogwater deposition in the Appalachian Mountains using the same model
with a larger number of droplet size bins (20 bins). Klemm et al. [2005] made the first direct comparisons in
temporal changes of fogwater flux over the canopy between the model and eddy covariance measurements
for a long-term period of 13 months.
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3.2. Analytical Model

Slinn [1982] modeled the dry deposition of particles (including fog droplets) to vegetated canopy using
approximate analytical equations of deposition velocity. In the analytical model, the fogwater deposition flux,
F (kg m�2 s�1), is represented as a product of the deposition velocity, Vd (m s�1), and the LWC (kg m�3)
according to the inferential technique [Hicks et al., 1987; Erisman, 1994]:

F ¼ LWC � Vd; (1)

where F is positive for downward flux. Slinn [1982] derived the formation of Vd based on turbulent exchange
theory and suggested a linear relation between Vd and the lateral wind speed. It is also known from later
modeling studies [e.g., Lovett, 1984; Katata et al., 2008] that Vd often shows a nearly linear dependence on
lateral wind speed above the canopies, U:

Vd ¼ AiU; (2)

where Ai (nondimensional) is the removal efficiency of fog droplets by the canopy depending on vegetation
characteristics, which are parameterized in section 5.2. Theoretically, this relationship is expected because
both turbulent transport of fogwater droplets to the canopy and their droplet impaction to plant obstacles
(represented using the Stokes number; section 4.2) increase with wind speed [Slinn, 1982]. Equation (2) is
supported by many field observational studies [Vermeulen et al., 1997; Burkard et al., 2002; Eugster et al., 2006;
Holwerda et al., 2006; Klemm and Wrzesinsky, 2007].

Although the analytical model was developed at almost the same time as the Lovett model and it has been
widely used for dry deposition estimation, applications of the analytical model to fogwater deposition
estimations have been limited [Beswick et al., 1991; Hildebrandt and Eltahir, 2008]. Beswick et al. [1991] showed
that the analytical model, which is simpler than the Lovett model, produced better results than the Lovett
model. This suggest that without a lot of tuning parameters (particularly for vegetation), the simple model
may be more practical to use for estimating fogwater deposition compared with multilayer models.
Compared with the other models, the analytical model has lower calculation costs, which is a useful feature
for calculating fogwater deposition in 3-Dmeteorological models [Hildebrandt and Eltahir, 2008]. However, for
the purpose of obtaining fogwater deposition estimates from routine observational data (e.g., wind speed
and visibility), empirical parameterizations are more effective because the analytical model requires
additional data representative of fogwater droplet size.

3.3. Sophisticated Atmosphere-Soil-Vegetation Model

There are more sophisticated models compared to the previously mentioned that can be used to investigate
complicated atmosphere-land interactions under foggy conditions. The first such model called MIcrophysical
FOG model for Vegetation (MIFOG-V) [von Glasow and Bott, 1999] is a 1-D boundary layer model for
radiation fog simulation with tall vegetation. The model uses a multilayer structure for the atmosphere, soil,
vegetation, microphysics, and radiation modules, and, in particular, it considers detailed interactions
among heat, moisture, aerosol activation, and fog droplets. The microphysics module is based on MIFOG
(MIcrophysical FOG model) developed by Bott et al. [1990]. The turbulence in the atmospheric module
is calculated by the level 2.5 closure model ofMellor and Yamada [1982]. The deposition processes of fog by
leaf surfaces are modeled with the experimental collection efficiency due to impaction provided by
Thorne et al. [1982], and sedimentation is accounted for in a similar way as in the Lovett model. The particle
growth including aerosol activation, which depends on the relative humidity and solubility of the aerosol
particles, is calculated explicitly [Bott et al., 1990].

The second model is named SOLVEG, a one-dimensional multilayer atmosphere-SOiL-VEGetation model
[Katata et al., 2008], which is also a sophisticated 1-D atmosphere-soil-vegetation model. This model is a
multilayer model that consists of four modules for the atmosphere near the surface, soil, vegetation, and
radiation within the vegetation canopy. The atmosphere module calculates the variables in each atmospheric
layer by numerically solving 1-D diffusion equations for horizontal wind speed components, potential
temperature, specific humidity, LWC of the fog, turbulent kinetic energy and length scale, and gas and
aerosol concentrations by the turbulence closure model of Yamada [1982]. The soil module calculates the soil
temperature, volumetric soil water content, and specific humidity of the air in the soil pores using equations
for heat conduction, mass balance in liquid water, and water vapor diffusion, respectively [Katata et al., 2007].
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The vegetation module calculates the leaf temperature, the water on the surface of the leaves (leaf
surface water) for each canopy layer, and the vertical liquid water flux through the entire canopy. In this
module, photosynthesis is also incorporated to calculate the CO2 assimilation rate based on the
relationship between stomatal resistance and the net CO2 assimilation rate [Nagai, 2005]. The radiation
module separately calculates direct and diffuse downward and upward fluxes of solar and long-wave
radiation in the canopy and provides the radiation energy input for the heat budget calculations at the
soil surface and in the center of the canopy layers [Nagai, 2003]. Both impaction and sedimentation
processes are considered to calculate fogwater deposition. The empirical function of the Stokes number
[Peters and Eiden, 1992] is applied to the collection efficiency due to impaction for the modified Gamma
droplet size distribution [Deirmendjian, 1969].

The characteristic differences of these three types of models are summarized in Table 2. All models use
input data of (typically hourly) horizontal wind speed and LWC above the canopy. The fewest input data
requirements are found in the Lovett model modified by Pahl et al. [1994] because the model does not
include the canopy evapotranspiration process. The other models need additional meteorological data such
as air temperature, humidity, and radiation to calculate evapotranspiration. The approach of MIFOG-V and
SOLVEG used to model the deposition mechanism is similar to that of the Lovett model; i.e., it is based
on impaction and sedimentation processes. The important aspect of both the sophisticated models is to
calculate the wind speed profile within the vegetation canopy by turbulence closure models [Mellor and
Yamada, 1982; Yamada, 1982], although the Lovett model uses a simple exponential decay function of LAI.
This method has a great advantage in that it represents the wind profile within the canopy better than the
Lovett model. Moreover, SOLVEG explicitly calculates the relationship between stomatal resistance and CO2

assimilation for each vegetation layer, which strongly influences evapotranspiration in wet canopies. In
comparisons made between these models and eddy covariance measurements at a coniferous forest in
Germany [Katata et al., 2008], SOLVEG predicted the observed deposition velocity better than the Lovett
model. By considering complicated turbulent transfer within and evapotranspiration fromwet canopies, such
a detailed modeling approach seems to be appropriate for obtaining accurate predictions of fogwater
deposition in the forest canopy.

4. Model-Observation Comparison

It has been emphasized before that the difficulty of model evaluation lies not only in determining the
model limitations but also in identifying uncertainties associated with observational data [Bruijnzeel et al.,
2005, 2011]. This is particularly true under conditions of strong wind in complex terrain. In this section,
I first review past model-data comparison studies. Then, I evaluate model uncertainties based on
sensitivity studies using the relatively recent fogwater deposition model (SOLVEG). Finally, I compare the
calculations of fogwater deposition by SOLVEG with literature values at various forests from numerous
data sources.

Table 2. Model Response Ranked by Decreasing Sensitivity to Some Selected Parameterizationsa

Response (%)

Parameterization SOLVEG Mueller [1991]

Canopy homogeneity (edge effect) 150–300 300–400
Droplet size spectra 10–20 200
Droplet capture efficiency (needle-/broad-leaf or twig/whole tree) 20 100
Canopy structure (Leaf area index and canopy height) <400 50

aThe response was calculated as variation in gross and net fogwater deposition flux relative to the control case scenario.
In Mueller [1991], the maximum uncertainty due to droplet capture efficiency was estimated using two parameterizations
based on a spruce twig [Thorne et al., 1982] and awhole tree [Joslin et al., 1990]. The response for evaporation represents the
difference between no evaporation and effect of maximum probable evaporation. Sensitivity tests using SOLVEG were
made under themeteorological condition of a coniferous forest in Germany [Katata et al., 2008]. The edge effect was tested
by setting the drag coefficient of leaves to zero. Three droplet size distributions [Best, 1951;Deirmendjian, 1969; Klemm et al.,
2005] were tested to evaluate the response. The response for droplet capture efficiency was evaluated based on the tests of
needle and broad-leaves with fixed values of LAI and canopy height. The response for canopy structure was derived from
SOLVEG calculations in Figure 2.
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4.1. Past Model-Observation Comparison Studies

Observational data of throughfall and canopy water balancemethods have been used for model validation of
the multilayer resistance model (Lovett model) [Lovett, 1984] since the beginning. Lovett [1984] found a good
agreement between model predictions and observations for several fog drip events in balsam fir forest
canopies. However, the ensuing studies reported that the (evenmodified) Lovett model tended to overestimate
the measurements. Dasch [1988] found that the Lovett model appears to considerably overestimate the
contribution of fogwater deposition and suggested that this may be a result of uncertainties in input data such
as the droplet size distribution of fog, LAI, andwind direction. Lovett et al. [1997] showed that a 25%overestimation
of wind speed, LWC, and cloud immersion time would accumulate so that fogwater deposition would be
overestimated by more than a factor of 2.Mueller and Weatherford [1988] confirmed that estimates of fogwater
made with the Lovett model for forests appeared to be too high when compared with canopy throughfall data.
Mueller et al. [1991] tested the Lovett model modified byMueller [1991], and the model overestimated fogwater
deposition under meteorological conditions with high values of LWC and horizontal wind speed. They
attributed the reason for the overestimation to inadequacy of the modeled vertical transport process related to
eddy diffusivity within forest canopy. Miller et al. [1993a, 1993b] found agreement between a tracer mass
balance analysis of throughfall samples and model calculations, and the uncertainty of total (dry+ fog)
deposition estimates was on the order of ±25% in experiments at Mount Whiteface. However, they mentioned
that the relatively good agreement does not guarantee that modeling of fogwater deposition will be accurate;
the modeled fluxes, precipitation fluxes, throughfall, or soil water fluxes could all have compensating errors.
Pahl et al. [1994] compared calculations by themodified Lovett model with observations of rain-free throughfall
under spruce stands at Kleiner Feldberg in Germany. The calculated deposition fluxes in their model were
clearly higher than the measured ones.

Since the 1990s, measurements using micrometeorological techniques have also been carried out and
compared with model results. Beswick et al. [1991] compared size-resolved fluxes between the Lovett model
and eddy covariance measurements at a spruce forest site in Scotland. They found that the simplified Lovett
model generally overestimated the observed deposition velocity up to two times for droplets smaller than
20 μm in diameter. A study by Klemm et al. [2005] has also shown that calculations of fogwater flux over the
forest canopy by the Lovett model overestimate measurements by the eddy covariance method by up to 32%.

In terms of sophisticated fogwater deposition models, Katata et al. [2008] compared the SOLVEG calculations
with eddy covariancemeasurements at the coniferous forest site in Germany used by Klemm et al. [2005] over
a long-term period of almost 1 year. Better predictions of measured turbulent and gravitational fogwater
fluxes were obtained with the sophisticated model than with the Lovett model. The improvement in
prediction accuracy could have been due to the detailed modeling of turbulent transport and canopy
evaporation for fog droplets within the canopy. The model was also good at predicting the sensible and latent
heat fluxes over the canopy [Katata et al., 2008], which is important for validation of the evapotranspiration
process in a wet canopy. The MIFOG-V model is unfortunately not directly compared with relevant
measurements because of the lack of data [von Glasow and Bott, 1999].

4.2. Model Uncertainties: A Sensitivity Analysis

A sensitivity analysis not only provides a framework for assessing the potential for bias and the extent of
uncertainty in fogwater deposition estimates but also reveals significant factors that determine the extent of
fogwater deposition. Many sensitivity tests have been carried out using original or modified Lovett models
[Lovett, 1984; Lovett and Reiners, 1986; Mueller, 1991; Herckes et al., 2002; Baumgardner et al., 2003]. This
paper overviews potential uncertainties in the models based on the sensitivity tests using SOLVEG and in the
work of Mueller [1991], who examined the modified Lovett model to determine the relative importance of
various parameterizations of model output values in fogwater deposition flux over coniferous forest (Table 2).
Using the same model and throughfall data, Mueller et al. [1991] concludes that model performance is
most sensitive to the wind speed profile and droplet collection efficiency schemes used, while the droplet
size spectrum scheme and representativeness of the input meteorological data are also important.

According to Table 2, the horizontal heterogeneity in forest structure (hereinafter referred to edge effect) has
the largest influence on fogwater deposition flux. In general, the 1-Dmodels introduced in section 3 assume a
horizontally homogeneous situation where downward transport of fog droplets is controlled by the process
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of vertical eddy diffusion between the vegetation canopy and the atmosphere. Such an assumption is
probably reasonable for well-closed canopies when (in the absence of diffusion from above) the droplet
concentration would fall off in an approximately exponential way against a horizontal distance on the order
of 20 m away from the edge of a homogeneous tree stand [Shuttleworth, 1977]. However, these models are
subject to potentially serious errors when applied to complex terrain because they are limited to representing
the situation of turbulent transfer as only an entirely vertically diffusive process [Mueller and Weatherford,
1988]. It is known that fogwater deposition rates vary greatly as a function of elevation, slope, orientation,
topographic exposure, canopy type, and the presence of edges along a large clearing or natural gap [Lovett
et al., 1997]. In mountainous areas, the horizontal component of the wind vector may also dominate and
steep slopes may expose some fraction of the canopy as a horizontal cross section to the wind [Hicks and
Meyers, 1988]. Rapid changes in topography streamline compression as air flows over terrain features and the
formation of quasi-steady wake eddies can force air streamlines to vary in height above the ground. When
this happens, the potential exists for significant advection of fog-rich air downward into a canopy or fog
depleted air from out of a canopy; thus, the premise that turbulent fogwater flux controls the fogwater
deposition process is jeopardized [Mueller et al., 1991].

Lovett and Reiners [1986] showed with sensitivity tests of the Lovett model that the fogwater deposition flux
near a forest edge or gap can increase by a factor of approximately five. Dasch [1988] reported on throughfall
measurements at Clingmans Peak and found that a single exposed tree on the summit intercepted 10 times
more fogwater than trees in the canopy. Weathers et al. [1995] showed, using a regression of deposition
versus distance, that the deposition “half-distance,” which is the point at which the rate of cloud water
deposition is 50% of the rate at the windward edge of the forest, ranged from 2 to 36 m. They concluded that
cloud forest landscapes are often highly heterogeneous, consisting of many edges or gaps, and thus,
fogwater deposition models may seriously underestimate cloud deposition.

The edge effect, which is related to inflow and advection processes, is difficult to explicitly take into account
with 1-D vertical models. In early studies [e.g., Mueller and Weatherford, 1988], a simple way is devised
whereby the vertical aerodynamic resistance is set to zero to mimic the enhancement of fogwater deposition
due to the edge effect (Table 1). In addition, the displacement height is assumed to be zero, which means the
diabathic wind speed profile even within canopies. On the basis of this approach, Mueller and Weatherford
[1988] ran the Lovett model with zero vertical aerodynamic resistance and showed that the advection of fog
droplets caused an increase of up to 35–45% in deposition rates over those due to turbulent transport. The
sensitivity test of SOLVEG with zero drag coefficient for all canopy layers shows fogwater deposition can
increase up to 300% (Table 2).

The droplet size distribution can change fogwater deposition flux to some extent in the tests of SOLVEG with
three parameterizations of Best [1951], Deirmendjian [1969], and Klemm et al. [2005], while it is the second
most influential parameter for fogwater deposition estimation in Mueller [1991] (Table 2). Very large change
of 200% in Mueller [1991] is attributed to his sensitivity tests that include the droplet size parameterization
with fixed droplet diameter as unreasonable case in nature. In fact, Herckes et al. [2002] ran the Lovett model
of Pahl et al. [1994] with two parameterizations [Best, 1951; Deirmendjian, 1969] and also found a small
increase (30%) in fogwater deposition flux when using the parameterization of Best [1951], which is similar to
the result of sensitivity test of SOLVEG (Table 2). In view of computational techniques, the number of fog
droplet bins affects the calculation results of fogwater deposition (Table 1). Miller et al. [1993a, 1993b] show
that when only three droplet size classes are used in the original Lovett model, deposition velocity calculated
with the finest discretization can be underestimated by as much as 27% under meteorological conditions
typical of the growing season. They recommend the use of 500 droplet size bins, which can provide a
reasonable discretization of the droplet size distribution in terms of finding deposition velocity approaching
that of the limiting deposition velocity to within 0.1%. Baumgardner et al. [2003] confirmed that the
deposition velocity using 20 classes was within 1% of the deposition velocity using 500 classes. Katata et al.
[2008] used 100 size bins with their detailed multilayer model, and they were successful in achieving a
reasonable simulation of the observed turbulent fogwater deposition flux over coniferous forest.

The appropriate choice of collection efficiency parameterizations can also influence fogwater deposition
estimations (Table 2). Most models compute fogwater deposition by vegetation components as the sum of
the following two independent processes: inertial impaction and sedimentation of fog droplets (Table 1). The
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processes depend on the factors such as the
droplet size distribution and wind speed. Mueller
and Weatherford [1988] carried out a sensitivity
test of the fog droplet size distribution with a
10 μm mode diameter and found that fogwater
deposition was roughly 90% due to inertial
impaction and only about 10% due to
sedimentation. However, a shift in mode
diameter of fog droplets to 30 μm resulted in a
dramatic shift in the relative importance of
sedimentation [Mueller and Weatherford, 1988].
A similar situation where sedimentation can be
important, even dominant, at low wind speeds
< 2 m s�1 is observed in other sensitivity studies
[Lovett, 1984; Herckes et al., 2002]. Typically, low
wind speed conditions appear during radiation
fog events. During such conditions, sedimentation
is the dominant process for fogwater interception,
whereas at higher wind speeds, interception
prevails [von Glasow and Bott, 1999].

The collection efficiency of fog droplets by canopy
surfaces is affected by tree morphology because it
is often represented using the Stokes number, i.e.,
wind speed, droplet sizes, and obstacle (mainly
leaf) sizes. In addition, leaf shape and size also

influence the collection efficiency as an obstacle. In earlier studies, the morphological differences between
spruce and fir needles (spruce needles are nearly cylindrical, whereas fir needles are more flattened) were
not believed to be important given the experimental uncertainty in the wind tunnel data [Thorne et al., 1982].
In the same way, Joslin et al. [1990] suggested that the collection rate of whole tree collectors is best
described as a simple linear function of horizontal fogwater flux (LWCmultiplied with horizontal wind speed).
However, Mueller [1991] examined the maximum uncertainty due to collection efficiency and found that it
was very large (100%) when comparing parameterizations of both studies (Table 2). Several models include
the difference in collection velocities due to vegetation species based on wind tunnel experiments [Miller
et al., 1993a; Katata et al., 2008]. While Baumgardner et al. [2003] applied sensitivity tests and found that
broad-leaf versus needle-leaf trees had only a minor effect on fogwater deposition flux, leaf characteristics
still affect the deposition velocity to some extent (20 %) according to SOLVEG calculations (Table 2).
Theoretically, broad-leaved trees generally exhibit smaller deposition velocities in comparisons to coniferous
trees with the same canopy structure (i.e., LAI and canopy height) because the leaf size is larger and thus
produces less capture efficiency.

Canopy structures (height and leaf area) strongly influence fogwater deposition flux, as well as canopy
homogeneity such as edge effect (Table 2). As shown in next section (Figure 2), according to the result of
sensitivity tests on SOLVEG data with varying canopy heights and LAI values, deposition velocity of tall and
“moderate dense” trees is up to 4 times higher than that of short and extremely dense or sparse trees.

4.3. Comprehensive Model-Observation Comparison

Table 3 summarizes the variables related to fogwater deposition over short and tall vegetation surfaces
measured by variousmethods. Measurements of fogwater deposition velocity,Vd, ranged from 2.1 to 8.0 cm s�1

(horizontal wind speed U=1.1–9 m s�1) for short vegetation. For forests, both values and variations of Vd were
overall larger ranging from 7.7 to 92 cm s�1 (U=2–11 m s�1) and 0 to 20 cm s�1 (U=0–15 m s�1) as measured
by throughfall or canopy water balance methods and the eddy covariance method (without any corrections
described below), respectively.

High variability of deposition velocity for forests may be explained by uncertainties in measurement
methods, which has been discussed at length. Lovett [1988] argues that the canopy water balance approach
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is probably the best because it is the simplest and most direct method, it requires the fewest assumptions,
and it is capable of integrating data over long time periods. At the same time, the confidence margins of the
experimental field estimates are generally wide because of the accumulation and propagation of errors
associated with the measurement of the individual components [Holwerda et al., 2006;McJannet et al., 2007].
Field measurements are always affected by local inhomogeneities of the leaf area and canopy structure
above the collection points, in particular when only a small number of throughfall collectors (<10 numbers)
are used [Olson et al., 1981; Holwerda et al., 2011]. In addition, there is the difficulty of adequately measuring
precipitation inputs of wind-driven rain and drizzle [Blocken et al., 2006]. Moreover, there are also
shortcomings in eddy covariance measurements especially over complex terrain. One important aspect to
consider is the fact that the vast majority of eddy covariance studies focus on turbulent exchange over flat and
horizontally homogeneous terrain, which is not the customary setting one finds in mountainous terrain where
fogwater deposition is a relevant component of the water budget [Eugster et al., 2006]. An earlier study by Vong
and Kowalski [1995] suggests that the effect of evaporation significantly influences the fluxes for small cloud
droplets and can lead to upward fluxes for these particles. In their later studies, they found that eddy covariance
measurements in sloping terrain may be underestimating fogwater deposition because of the condensation of
water vapor as the air moves upslope [Kowalski and Vong, 1999]. In all cases, eddy covariance flux measurements
quantify the net flux of fogwater over the canopy defined as the difference between upward flux and downward
flux, whereas hydrologists are interested in the gross flux defined as water input due to fogwater deposition at the
canopy and soil surface levels. Hence, measured net fluxes must be converted to gross flux for such a purpose, a
procedure that typically involves model assumptions on how to quantify concurrent gross flux in the opposite
direction. Eugster et al. [2006] concluded that the gross fogwater flux at the canopy level for an elfin cloud forest
site in Puerto Rico was 1.7 times the net fluxmeasured by the eddy covariancemethod. This value is similar to that
obtained from comparisons between eddy covariance and the stable isotope tracer technique by Schmid et al.
[2011]. The resulting difference in fogwater deposition at the height of measurement and that at the top of the
canopy needs to be taken into account to obtain a realistic value of fogwater deposition [Eugster et al., 2006;
Holwerda et al., 2006], which then can be directly compared with numerical model simulations. The conversion
from net fluxes to gross fluxes should be also considered in the situation that net flux is actually not driven by the
removal of fog droplets by the canopy but is driven by evaporation of small droplets before they even touch the
vegetation. This would reduce the discrepancy between model results and measurements.

To investigate the high variability in observations, all data collected by various methods at forests (Table 3)
are compared with calculation results [Katata et al., 2008] using the SOLVEG model. Figure 2 shows the
dependence of the removal efficiency Ai (equation (2)) on total leaf area density (LAD). This figure shows
changes of calculated and observed slopes of fogwater deposition velocity, Ai, in equation (2) according to
changes in total leaf area density (LAD). It can be seen that the relationship between aerodynamic and
canopy resistances for fogwater at a given LAD strongly influenced deposition velocity Vd (and thus Ai) in this
numerical experiment. When LAD is small, Ai is also small because large canopy resistances due to less leaf
surfaces inhibit increases of Vd. This limitation gradually disappears with an increase in LAD, based on the
assumption that an increase of leaf surface area where fogwater can be intercepted increases the droplet
removal efficiency of the canopy. The maximum deposition velocity is reached around a LAD of 0.1 m2 m�3.
Several other modeling studies also have suggested that there is a maximum peak at a certain LAI value based
on sensitivity tests whereby LAI is increased [Lovett and Reiners, 1986; Herckes et al., 2002]. Further increases in
LAD decrease Ai because aerodynamic resistance begins to control Vd; in other words, fogwater in the air
penetrates less through the canopy. As a result, high LAD values act to block the air and reduce total fogwater
deposition. This decreasing tendency was also clearly observed in several measurements of Ai ranging from
0.01 to 0.06 (R=�0.73; Table 3), which indicates that the above discussion for dense canopies is most likely a
valid representation of reality.

Meanwhile, the rest of the data in the range in Ai below 0.01 and above 0.06 are very scattered, and this
makes it difficult to quantitatively validate the modeled deposition fluxes. As shown in Figure 2, the data
collected by throughfall or the canopy water balance method were 5–10 times larger than the calculations
(2n, 4n, 11n, 4b, and 7b in Table 3). The discrepancy for several sites (2n, 11n, and 7b in Table 3) can be
partially explained by uncertainties due to the edge effect (section 4.3) and a small number of throughfall
collectors. However, the fluxes observed within closed canopies at Mount Whitetop in the USA (4n in Table 3)
are very large in comparison with those observed near the edge at the summit of the same mountain
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(3n in Table), which is an area that one would expect to find higher interception rates than in the closed
canopy. This may be an artifact of uncertainties in the input data for wind speed and LWC at both sites
[Mueller et al., 1991]. The data collected by the canopy water balance method at Puerto Rico (4b in
Table 3) also show large values despite the use of large number of collectors. In Figure 2, another two
data points collected by the eddy covariance method without (3b in Table 3) [Holwerda et al., 2006] and
with corrections for advection and condensation effects (5b in Table 3) [Eugster et al., 2006] at the same
location are plotted. Although calculations of SOLVEG are close to the data of 3b, Eugster et al. [2006]
and Holwerda et al. [2006] emphasize that there is a significant underestimation of these data because of
the advection and condensation effects discussed above. Similar effects can be considered at sites
where the eddy covariance net flux measurements were very small compared with calculated values
(5n, 6n, 8n, 10n, and 14n in Figure 2). This indicates that a consistent method to estimate advection and
condensation effects will be of key importance for achieving further improvements of model-data
comparisons. At the coniferous site in Taiwan (14n in Table 3), the sedimentation flux is not included in
the measurements, which should cause underestimation to some extent.

At a mixed forest site in Switzerland, deposition velocity of fog under advective influence (1b in Figure 2)
is significantly smaller than that of radiation fog (2b in Figure 2). This difference is due to the fact that radiation
fog has larger mean droplet diameters (14 μm, Table 3) and higher sedimentation rates [Burkard et al., 2003]. In
the advective fog case, the net fluxes are not corrected for concurrent condensation and evaporation effects;
namely, fog under advective influence is lifted orographically as clouds contacted the topography. However,
the relevant correction is not needed in advective fog conditions because the air movements are along the
mountain range at the site and there is much less orographic lifting than in Puerto Rico [Eugster et al., 2006].

5. Implementation in Meteorological Models

In this section, I review the prior studies of 2-D or 3-D meteorological (and fog forecast) models including the
process of fogwater deposition. Then, I introduce the current fogwater deposition schemes (parameterizations)
to show how to implement the fogwater deposition scheme to meteorological models. Finally, difficulties in
appropriate treatment of fogwater deposition process in meteorological models, particularly when applying
those to complex terrains such as in mountainous regions, are discussed.

It is noted that most of studies reviewed in this section use a simple parameterization of fogwater deposition
with low computational costs. However, there are two studies that carried out offline coupling simulations a
3-D meteorological model with a sophisticated fogwater deposition model [Katata et al., 2010; Shimadera
et al., 2011]. For example, Katata et al. [2010] estimated the amount of fogwater deposition to mountain
forest in Saudi Arabia using SOLVEG. The spatial distribution of calculated cumulative fogwater deposition is
depicted in Figure 3. Despite high computational load, this kind of simulation may provide a possibility for
detailed analyses of fogwater deposition process with considering complicated forest structure.

5.1. Past Studies of Meteorological Models Including Fogwater Deposition Process

The first studies of two-dimensional (2-D) fogwater deposition calculations to complex terrain were performed
by Hill et al. [1986, 1987] who focused on a cap cloud over an ideal hill. The studies investigated the spatial
variation of fogwater deposition over a hill slope using cloud dynamical and microphysical models with a
simple parameterization proposed by Dollard and Unsworth [1983] for deposition velocity. It was demonstrated
that in such regions fogwater deposition is very sensitive to wind speed, the stability profile of the atmosphere,
and the surface roughness. They also suggest that fogwater deposition might be at a maximum just to the lee
of the summit of a hill, particularly during supercritical flow when the wind speeds tend to be at maximum in
this region. Hill et al. [1987] examined fogwater deposition over the ideal hill using the same model and found
that the deposition patterns were strongly affected by atmospheric stability and wind speed; the maximum
fogwater deposition rate occurs somewhat upstream of the hill summit, depending on atmospheric stability.
Further numerical studies at an ideal hill cap cloud have also been carried out by Bower et al. [1995].

Fogwater deposition modeling over real complex areas using 3-D models started in the 1990s. Coe et al.
[1991] presented simulation results using a 3-D airflowmodel to investigate turbulent deposition of fogwater
and dissolved species to regions of complex topography where fog or clouds are in contact with the ground.
The model includes the size resolved deposition velocity over the forest and moorland proposed by
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Gallagher et al. [1992]. The results showed that the deposition was a very strong function of the position
along the terrain in Scotland. Numerical simulations using the same model were also carried out over a
moorland site in the UK [Gallagher et al., 1992]. Yin and Arp [1994] investigated the surface water balance at
forested watersheds in Canada using a forest hydrology model with simpler parameterization of deposition
velocity [Unsworth and Wilshaw, 1989] adapted to open or partially forested areas. Yanni et al. [2000] also
applied the same model to quantify the hydrological role of fogwater deposition in the Mersey River basin in
Canada. Walmsley et al. [1996] proposed methodology using a numerical airflow model to estimate the
hydrological input of fogwater deposition in mountainous terrain in the USA. They found that the fogwater
deposition rate could be specified as a linear function both of terrain height above the cloud base and of
wind speed, particularly near the summit. As a result, spatial patterns of fogwater deposition strongly
reflected the pattern of topographic contours with some modifications being apparent because of spatial
variations in wind speed. Similar results of topographic dependency in fogwater deposition can be found in
studies at mountainous areas in Saudi Arabia [Katata et al., 2010] and Japan [Katata et al., 2011], where the
regional meteorological models used included the FogDES scheme (sea next section).

In order to assess the influence of fogwater deposition to tropical montane cloud forests (TMCF) in terms of
both hydrological and conservation reasons, a hydrological model including empirical parameterization of
deposition velocity was applied widely throughout Latin America and parts of tropical Africa and Asia
[Bruijnzeel et al., 2011]. It was demonstrated that the areas where fog constitutes a significant hydrological
input tended to be spatially restricted based on numerical simulation results. A detailed review of fogwater
deposition for tropical montane cloud forests can be found in Bruijnzeel et al. [2011].

5.2. Fogwater Deposition Parameterizations for Meteorological Models

On the basis of the concept of deposition velocity (Vd) to calculate fogwater deposition flux represented as
equation (1), several simple parameterizations based on aerodynamic approaches have been proposed in the
past studies. Unsworth and Wilshaw [1989] first suggested that Vd could be represented as the reciprocal of

[mm]

Figure 3. An example of 3-D fogwater deposition calculation: the spatial distribution of cumulative precipitation calculated
by the Fifth-generation Penn State/NCAR Mesoscale Model, MM5 (contour lines) and fog deposition to vegetation by the
multilayer atmosphere-SOiL-VEGetation model, SOLVEG (shaded areas) in Saudi Arabia (reprint from Katata et al. [2010]).
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the surface resistance for fog droplets, u*
2/U, where U and u* (m s�1) are the horizontal wind and friction

velocity over the tree canopy, respectively. This approach assumes that fog droplets are deposited by way of
turbulent diffusion and sedimentation and that turbulent diffusion proceeds at a maximum rate determined
by momentum transport. These assumptions are valid for large droplets 10–24 μm in diameter over short
vegetation such as grassland [Dollard and Unsworth, 1983; Gallagher et al., 1988]. Droplets smaller than 10–24 μm
in diameter deposit less efficient than momentum transport because of the increasing importance of the
boundary layer resistance around the individual elements of impaction, whereas droplets larger than 10–24 μm
in diameter are transported less efficiently because their inertia does not allow them to follow the motion of the
high frequency turbulent eddies close to the ground.

To avoid this shortcoming, Gallagher et al. [1992] proposed the following empirical equations for size-dependent
Vd based on gradient and eddy covariance measurements over moorland and coniferous forest in Scotland and
the UK, respectively:

Vd ¼ �0:0173 dp=2
� �2 þ 0:315 dp=2

� �� 1:30
h i

u * for moorland and (3)

Vd ¼ �0:011 dp=2
� �2 þ 0:311 dp=2

� �� 1:41
h i

u * for forest; (4)

where dp is the droplet diameter in μm.

Vermeulen et al. [1997] proposed a simple parameterization without dependence on dp, which was fitted with
eddy covariance measurements of fogwater flux in a coniferous forest in the Netherlands:

Vd ¼ 0:195u�2: (5)

Katata et al. [2008] proposed another formulation of Vd (namely, equation (2), which is shown again below)
based on numerical simulations using SOLVEG at a coniferous forest in Germany. The equation is represented
as a function of the horizontal wind speed over the canopy (U), LAI, and the canopy height (h):

Vd ¼ AiU; (6)

Ai ¼ 0:0164 LAI=hð Þ�0:5 for coniferous trees Acð Þ: (7)

Through equation (6), the calculations of Ac agreed with observations in various cloud forests with LAI/h> 0.2
[Katata et al., 2008]. Recently, equation (6) was extended to sparse canopies and various vegetation species in
order to develop a simple and accurate Fog Deposition EStimation (FogDES) scheme formeteorological models
[Katata and Nagai, 2013]. The calculation result by Katata et al. [2008] for all combinations of h (4–34 m) and
small LAI values (0.1–2) was fitted as a function of

Ac ¼ 0:0095LAI3 � 0:05LAI2 þ 0:0916LAIþ 0:0082: (8)

Assuming that the relationship of equations (6) and (7) for dense and sparse canopies, respectively, holds for
other vegetation types as well, the FogDES scheme can calculate the removal efficiency of fog droplets by the
canopy, Ai, for each vegetation category, i, as

Ai ¼ RiAc; (9)

where Ri is the ratio of Ai to Ac (i.e., Ri=1 for coniferous trees). According to comparisons in the calculated Vd
between coniferous and broad-leaved forests with the same canopy height (h) and LAI [Katata et al., 2008], the
value of Ri for broad-leaved forests was 0.826. For short vegetation, additional SOLVEG calculations of the
grassland with h=0.5 m and LAI = 1 under the same simulation conditions of Katata et al. [2008] were carried
out. In this calculation, the linear relationship between U and Vd used in equation (2) was also consistent
(R=0.95) and the Ri for grassland was determined to be 0.217 [Katata and Nagai, 2013]. For relatively smooth
surfaces such as bare soil andwater, although those are beyond the primary scope of this paper, themechanism
of gravitational settling is assumed to be dominant (i.e., Ri ~0). Thus, Vd is given as the gravitational settling
velocity with a modified Gamma size distribution of fog droplets based on the data at a coniferous forest in
Germany [Katata et al., 2008]. The scheme is incorporated into the latest version of the meteorological model
Advanced ResearchWeather Research and Forecasting (WRF) Version 3.5 [Skamarock et al., 2008]. Changes in Ai
for various vegetation types against the LAI values calculated using the FogDES scheme from equations (6)–(8)
are illustrated in Figure 4a. Parameters used for the FogDES scheme are summarized in Table 4.
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Figure 4b shows the comparison of fogwater deposition velocities for coniferous forest against U estimated by
the above three parameterizations. Note that u* was converted to U based on a logarithmic wind profile with
displacement and canopy heights of d0 = 13 m and h=20 m, respectively [Brutsaert, 1975]. Additionally, a
roughness length of 1 mwas used, as this is a typical value for forests [Wieringa, 1980]. For equations (3) and (4),
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Figure 4. (a) Changes of the removal efficiency of fog droplets by the canopy (Ai) against leaf area index (LAI) for various
vegetation categories in the simple and accurate Fog Deposition EStimation (FogDES) scheme [Eqs. (6)–(8)] and (b)
fogwater deposition velocity by various parameterizations [FogDES, Gallagher et al., 1992; Vermeulen et al., 1997] for
meteorological models introduced in section 5.2 against horizontal wind speed over the canopy. The SOLVEG calculations
of Aiwith canopy heights (h) of 4–34m and leaf area index (LAI) values of 1–8 (black vertical bars), andmeasured deposition
velocities at short and tall vegetation (open circles, triangles, and crosses) with the range from minimum to maximum
values at the same site (bars) listed in Table 3 are also plotted in Figures 4a and 4b, respectively. (c and d) Scatter plots
between observations and FogDES calculations for tall and short vegetation, respectively. Error bars in both graphs showed
the range from minimum to maximum for observed wind speed and LAI = 1–4.

Table 4. Input Parameters for Calculations of the Removal Efficiency of Fog Droplets by the Canopy (Ai) for Various Vegetation Species used in the Simple and
Accurate Fog Deposition EStimation (FogDES) Scheme Represented as Equations (6)–(8)

Land-Use Type, i
Canopy Height,

h (m)
Ratio of the Removal

Efficiency, Ri Leaf Size, dleaf (mm) Notes and References

Coniferous forest 20.0 1.000 1 Katata et al. [2008]
Broad-leaved forest 20.0 0.826 30 Katata et al. [2008]
Mixed forest 20.0 0.913 1–30 Weighting average of coniferous

and broad-leaved forest
Shrubland 4.0 1.000 1 Ri assumed to be same as

coniferous forest
Cropland and grassland 0.5 0.217 2 Katata and Nagai [2013]
Mixed crop/grass/woodland 11.5 0.609 1–2 Weighting average of grassland

and coniferous forest
Others (bare soil, water, city, etc.) – 0.000 – assumed Ri =0 and gravitational

settling only
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fog droplet diameter dp was set to a typical value of 20 μm. Most of the parameterizations showed a
linear increase of deposition velocity with U (Figure 4b). The parameterization of deposition velocity
represented as equation (5) calculated smaller values in the range of the fitting data [Vermeulen et al., 1997],
whereby U< 4 m s�1. This may be explained by differences in fog types; Vermeulen et al. [1997] derives
equation (5) by fitting data of low elevation advection or radiation fog, while the other parameterizations are
based on measurements during hillside or mountain fog events.

Figures 4c and d depict the comparisons between observed and calculated deposition velocity for tall and
short vegetation. Observational data for the comparisons are summarized in Table 2. The data collected at
forests are highly scattered because of the differences in canopy structure and uncertainties in the
measurement methods (section 4.3). In contrast, the data over short vegetation (black crosses in Figure 4b;
Table 2, No. 1g–5g) show smaller variability but also indicate that the efficiency of this type of vegetation for
removing fog droplets is smaller than that of voluminous and complexly structured forest canopies. The
parameterizations for grassland predicted the observed deposition velocity reasonably well except for the
one data of Vd= 2.1–3.9 at U=9.0 from Fowler et al. [1990] (Figure 4d). This agreement between model results
and observations for grassland may be explained by the fact that observations were made over relatively
homogeneous terrain with very small effects from the canopy edge (see section 4.2).

5.3. Challenges in Implementation of Fogwater Deposition Scheme

Although the parameterizations introduced in the last section enable to estimate fogwater deposition in
various spatial scales, there are several difficulties to accurately implement fogwater deposition. The first
problem is how to treat the fogwater deposition near the forest edge (section 4.2). As shown in Table 2, the
edge effect can produce 300–400% of fogwater deposition within the forest in the sensitivity tests of 1-D
fogwater deposition models. This enhancement may be observed according to the recent studies of
meteorological models that include a fogwater deposition parameterization. Katata et al. [2011] compared
throughfall-based observations and SOLVEG calculations of fogwater deposition at Mount Rokko in Japan.
They showed that although the trend of observed fogwater deposition events was reproduced by SOLVEG,
the cumulative amount of modeled fogwater deposition was approximately one-quarter of that from
throughfall observations at the end of the simulation. This large difference between calculations and
observations could not be sufficiently explained by uncertainties in both the effects of LAI and the droplet
size distribution. If the effect estimated by the empirical formula of Draaijers et al. [1994] over a detailed
topographical map was excluded from throughfall observations, the values decreased and agreed with the
calculations. Based on this, they suggested that fogwater deposition was strongly enhanced at the forest edge.
More recently, an advanced approach with a 2-D fogwater deposition model has been proposed to directly
simulate the edge effect of fogwater deposition [Shimadera et al., 2011]. Sensitivity tests in this paper showed
that deposition velocity at the edge was 1.5–4 times larger than that in closed forest canopies. These results
demonstrate that the edge effect can create individual “hot spots” in heterogeneous terrain where the fogwater
deposition amount is very high [Juvik et al., 2011]. This causes a serious underestimation of local-scale fogwater
deposition in complex terrains. The effect is considered to be significant for estimates of overall fog input over
in high level of fragmentation of a cloud forest (i.e., the high ratio of forest edge length per unit surface area).

In addition to the edge effect, wind-driven rainfall also has a large impact on hydrological input to the canopy
under strong wind and drizzle conditions. Schmid et al. [2011] revealed it based on stable isotopic
measurements that throughfall is greatly affected by the wind-driven rainfall. As the edge effect, the water
deposition of larger droplets (i.e., drizzle) may also cause the underestimation of the current fogwater
deposition model [Katata et al., 2011]. This effect is completely missing in the current fogwater deposition
model, and should be considered in future modeling studies.

Finally, thewidely overlooked aspect of fogwater deposition to forest canopies is that it removes a large amount of
cloud water from the atmosphere. This effect is rarely taken into account in the state-of-art 3-D fog models [e.g.,
Tang et al., 2009; Müller et al., 2010]. In general, they consider only the processes of gravitational settling of fog
droplets and exchange of momentum, energy, and water vapor over the surface [Gultepe et al., 2007]. Since
inertial impaction of fog droplets by the canopy is usually a dominant removal process from the atmosphere
under high wind conditions (section 4.2), the parameterizations of fogwater deposition as introduced in the last
section have an important role in LWC prediction at the lowest atmospheric layer [Katata et al., 2011]. Hence, the
effect of cloud water removal should be included in meteorological models for accurate fog simulation.
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6. Concluding Remarks

This paper reviewed recent progress in fogwater deposition modeling over terrestrial ecosystems. A large
portion of the studies that investigated the role and impact of fogwater deposition on water, energy, and CO2

exchanges in cloud forests with numerical simulations was based on observational evidence, while such
studies appear to still be very limited. Further work is needed to understanding the complicated linkage
between fog or low cloud immersion and ecosystem carbon and nitrogen cycles. Three different types of 1-D
models (resistance, analytical, and sophisticated models) have been developed and improved to reduce
uncertainties associated with the input data and model parameters. The sophisticated models are now
capable of incorporating detailed atmosphere-land interaction processes. By comparing the sophisticated
model calculations with literature values observed by eddy covariance and canopy water balance methods, it
was confirmed that denser forest canopies tended to capture lower amounts of fog droplets, and the
fogwater deposition velocity over forests was several times that over short vegetation such as grassland. A
tendency for the deposition velocity to be proportional to the horizontal wind speed was found in both the
model and observational results. However, qualitative comparisons were very difficult to make because of the
very large variety in observational data (Vd=2.1–8.0 cm s�1 for grasslands; Vd=7.7–92 cm s�1 and 0–20 cm s�1

for forests by throughfall or canopy water balance methods, and the eddy covariance method, respectively).
This variety was probably due to landscape heterogeneity, wind-driven rainfall, the number of collectors used
(for throughfall measurements), the droplet size distribution, and advection and condensation effects (for eddy
covariance measurements). Sensitivity analyses of data from multilayer models revealed key factors causing
uncertainties in the model results such as the edge effect, canopy structure representation, droplet size
distribution, collection rate by leaves, turbulent exchange processes within canopies, and evaporation fromwet
canopies. Meanwhile, simple parameterizations of deposition velocity have been applied to long-term
estimates and spatial distribution analyses of fogwater deposition over complex topography. This approach
may be most useful for mapping fogwater deposition at regional and global scales, as local-scale simulations
with fine horizontal grid resolutions (<1 km) cannot capture “hot spot” regions of extremely high fogwater
deposition without taking the edge effect into account.

Compared to mountain (or upslope) fog, data on the deposition flux of radiation fog [Burkard et al., 2003]
were quite limited. Theoretically, sedimentation is responsible for most of the fogwater deposition under the
typical conditions associated with radiation fog (wind speeds less than 2 m s�1) [Dollard and Unsworth, 1983;
Lovett, 1984]. Thalmann et al. [2002] found that an average of 81% of the fogwater flux to the ground was
associated with sedimentation for radiation fog at an agricultural site in Switzerland. More recently,
Shimadera et al. [2011] made comparisons of deposition velocities obtained with a 2-D model and eddy
covariance observations at the Lägeren site in Switzerland (Table 3) [Burkard et al., 2003]. They found low
prediction accuracy for the fogwater deposition model because radiation fog was dominant for most of the
events, and such events are associated with low wind speeds at the site. More comparison studies between
models and observations are required for situations involving radiation fog.

Over the past few decades, the relevant literature shows that significant progress has been made in regards
to model applications involving several datasets in such as USA [e.g., Mohnen, 1988] and Europe [e.g.,
Wobrock et al., 1994; Klemm and Wrzesinsky, 2007]. In addition, parameterizations for fogwater deposition
estimation over large spatial scales have been developed and these have been extended to various
vegetation types. Nevertheless, quantitative verification of these models and parameterizations is extremely
difficult at the current stage of development, especially in mountainous areas because of uncertainties in
both model calculations and observational data. To reduce the discrepancies between models and
observations, it is necessary to model the edge effect appropriately. It has been suggested in recent decades
that estimates of atmospheric deposition to mountainous terrain that do not include landscape
heterogeneity may be inadequate [Weathers et al., 1995, 2000]. To predict “hot spot” regions of extremely
high fogwater deposition, landscape features such as forest edges, elevation, aspect, and vegetation type
should be considered in future modeling efforts. While these features may be important for high-resolution
simulation of fogwater deposition over complex terrain, it is still a very difficult task to describe complex
structures of forest environments in 1-D models. The 2-D modeling approach [Shimadera et al., 2011] is also
challenging as it requires additional computational costs for large scale estimates of fogwater deposition at a
high spatial resolution. As demonstrated in section 4.2, the classical approach for simulating the edge effect is
that the aerodynamic resistance when the horizontal wind faces the edge is to set zero (or a very small
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number). If this is combined with remote sensing data resolving the area fraction covered with forest
canopies, I believe this can become a valuable low-cost method for fogwater deposition estimation in
complex terrain.

In addition to advanced modeling techniques, a new method to reduce uncertainties from experimental
measurements for forests is also needed. There are two aspects that need to be addressed in particular.
These include (1) reducing uncertainty of experimental estimates and (2) more precisely eliminating
discrepancies between what the models actually model and what the measurements provide. In terms of
(1), a consistent method to evaluate the uncertainties due to the artifact, edge effect, wind-driven rainfall
under strong winds, advection, and condensation over upslopes should be developed from the datasets
collected by two common approaches of canopy water balance and eddy covariance methods. A typical
example of (2) is the problemwith measured eddy covariance net fluxes versus gross fluxes at the leaf surface
level that the model outputs, as discussed in section 4.3. Advanced models that are verified at the same
(leaf surface) level using datasets with small uncertainties have the potential to contribute to increased
knowledge regarding the impacts of future land-use and climatic change on cloud forests [Still et al., 1999;
Foster, 2001; Williams et al., 2007; Bruijnzeel et al., 2011].

References
Anderson, J. B., R. E. Baumgardner, V. A. Mohnen, and J. J. Bowser (1999), Cloud chemistry in the eastern United States, as sampled from three

high-elevation sites along the Appalachian Mountains, Atmos. Environ., 33, 5105–5114.
Aneja, V. P., A. B. Murthy, W. Battye, R. Battye, and W. G. Benjey (1998), Analysis of ammonia and aerosol concentrations and deposition near

the free troposphere at Mt. Mitchell, NC, U.S.A, Atmos. Environ., 32, 353–358.
Armstrong, S. (1990), Fog, wind and heat: Life in the Namib desert, New Sci., 127, 46–50.
Azevedo, J., and D. L. Morgan (1974), Fog precipitation in coastal California forests, Ecology, 55, 1135–1141.
Bache, D. H. (1979), Particulate transport within plant canopies—II. Prediction of deposition velocities, Atmos. Environ., 13, 1681–1687.
Baumgardner, R. E., S. S. Isil, T. F. Lavery, C. M. Rogers, and V. M. Mohnen (2003), Estimates of cloud water deposition at Mountain Acid

Deposition Program sites in the Appalachian Mountains, J. Air Waste Manage. Assoc., 53, 291–308.
Beiderwieden, E., V. Wolff, Y.-J. Hsia, and O. Klemm (2008), It goes both ways: Measurements of simultaneous evapotranspiration and fog

droplet deposition at a montane cloud forest, Hydrol. Process., 22, 4181–4189.
Best, A. C. (1951), Drop-size distribution in cloud and fog, Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc., 77, 418–426.
Beswick, K. M., K. J. Hargreaves, M. W. Gallagher, T. W. Choularton, and D. Fowler (1991), Size-resolved measurements of cloud droplet

deposition velocity to a forest canopy using an eddy correlation technique, Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc., 117, 623–645.
Blocken, B., J. Poesen, and J. Carmeliet (2006), Impact of wind on the spatial distribution of rain over micro-scale topography: Numerical

modeling and experimental verification, Hydrol. Process., 20, 345–368.
Bott, A., U. Sievers, and W. Zdunkowski (1990), A radiation fog model with a detailed treatment of the interaction between radiative transfer

and fog microphysics, J. Atmos. Sci., 47, 2153–2166.
Bower, K. N., M. Wells, T. W. Choularton, and M. A. Sutton (1995), A model of ammonia/ammonium conversion and deposition in a hill cap

cloud, Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc., 121, 569–591.
Brewer, C. A., and W. K. Smith (1997), Patterns of leaf surface wetness for montane and subalpine plants, Plant Cell Environ., 20, 1–11.
Brewer, C. A., W. K. Smith, and T. C. Vogelmann (1991), Functional interaction between leaf trichomes, leaf wettability and the optical

properties of water droplets, Plant Cell Environ., 14, 955–962.
Brodersen, C. R., T. C. Vogelmann, W. E. Williams, and H. L. Gorton (2008), A new paradigm in leaf-level photosynthesis: Direct and diffuse

lights are not equal, Plant Cell Environ., 31, 159–164.
Bruijnzeel, L. A., W. Eugster, and R. Burkard (2005), Fog as a hydrologic input, in Encyclopedia of Hydrological Science, edited by

M. G. Anderson, pp. 559–582, John Wiley, Chichester.
Bruijnzeel, L. A., M. Mulligan, and F. N. Scatena (2011), Hydrometeorology of tropical montane cloud forests: Emerging patterns, Hydrol.

Process., 25, 465–498.
Brutsaert, W. (1975), Comments on surface roughness parameters and the height of dense vegetation, J. Meteorol. Soc. Jpn., 53, 96–97.
Burkard, R., W. Eugster, T. Wrzesinsky, and O. Klemm (2002), Vertical divergence of fogwater fluxes above a spruce forest, Atmos. Res., 64,

133–145.
Burkard, R., P. Bützberger, and W. Eugster (2003), Vertical fogwater flux measurements above an elevated forest canopy at the Lägeren

research site, Switzerland, Atmos. Environ., 37, 2979–2990.
Byers, H. R. (1953), Coast redwoods and fog drip, Ecology, 34, 192–193.
Cameron, C. S., D. L. Murray, R. M. Jackson, B. D. Fahey, F. M. Kelliher, and G. W. Fisher (1997), Fog deposition in tall tussock grassland, South

Island, New Zealand, J. Hydrol., 193, 363–376.
Carbone, M. S., A. P. Williams, A. R. Ambrose, C. M. Boot, E. S. Bradley, T. E. Dawson, S. M. Schaeffer, J. P. Schimel, and C. J. Still (2013), Cloud

shading and fog drip influence the metabolism of a coastal pine ecosystem, Global Change Biology, 19, 484–497.
Cavelier, J., D. Solis, and M. A. Jaramillo (1996), Fog interception in montane forests across the Central Cordillera of Panama, J. Tropical Ecol.,

12, 357–369.
Coe, H., T. W. Choularton, D. J. Carruthers, M. W. Gallagher, and K. N. Bower (1991), Amodel of occult deposition applicable to complex terrain,

Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc., 117, 803–823.
Collatz, G. J., J. T. Ball, C. Grivet, and J. A. Berry (1991), Physiological and environmental regulation of stomatal conductance, photosynthesis

and transpiration: A model that includes a laminar boundary layer, Agric. For. Meteorol., 54, 107–136.
Dasch, M. J. (1988), Hydrological and chemical inputs to fir trees from rain and clouds during a 1-month study at Clingmans Peak, NC, Atmos.

Environ., 22, 2255–2262.
Dawson, T. E. (1998), Fog in the California redwood forest: Ecosystem inputs and use by plants, Oecologia, 117, 476–485.

Acknowledgments
The authors express their gratitude to
W. Eugster at the ETH in Zürich,
Switzerland, O. Klemm at the University
of Münster, Germany, and T. Yamaguchi
at the Hokkaido Research Organization
in Japan for their helpful comments and
suggestions. This study was partly sup-
ported by a Postdoctoral Fellowship for
Research Abroad by the Japan Society
for the Promotion of Science (JSPS).

Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres 10.1002/2014JD021669

KATATA ©2014. American Geophysical Union. All Rights Reserved. 8156



Deirmendjian, D. (1969), Electromagnetic Scattering on Spherical Polydispersions, Elsevier, New York.
Del Val, E., J. J. Armesto, O. Barbosa, D. A. Christie, A. G. Gutiérrez, C. G. Jones, P. A. Marquet, and K. C. Weathers (2006), Rain forest islands in

the Chilean semiarid region: Fog-dependency, ecosystem persistence and tree regeneration, Ecosystems, 9, 598–608.
Dollard, G. J., and M. H. Unsworth (1983), Field measurements of turbulent fluxes of wind-driven fog drops to a grass surface, Atmos. Environ.,

17, 775–780.
Dollard, G. J., M. H. Unsworth, and M. J. Harvey (1983), Pollutant transfer in upland regions by occult precipitation, Nature, 302, 241–242.
Draaijers, G. P. J., R. Van Ek, and W. Bleuten (1994), Atmospheric deposition in complex forest landscapes, Boundary Layer Meteorol., 69,

343–366.
Elias, V., M. Tesar, and J. Buchtele (1995), Occult precipitation-sampling, chemical analysis and process modeling in the SumavaMts (Czech Republic)

and in the Taunus Mts (Germany), J. Hydrol., 166, 409–420.
Erisman, J. W. (1994), Evaluation of a surface resistance parametrization of sulphur dioxide, Atmos. Environ., 28, 2583–2594.
Eugster, W., R. Burkard, F. Holwerda, F. N. Scatena, and L. A. Bruijnzeel (2006), Characteristics of fog and fogwater fluxes in a Puerto Rican elfin

cloud forest, Agric. For. Meteorol., 139, 288–306.
Foster, P. (2001), The potential negative impacts of global climate change on tropical montane cloud forests, Earth Sci. Rev., 55, 73–106.
Fowler, D., A. P. Morse, M. W. Gallagher, and T. W. Choularton (1990), Measurements of cloud water deposition on vegetation using a

lysimeter and a flux gradient technique, Tellus, 42B, 285–293.
Freedman, J. M., D. R. Fitzjarrald, K. E. Moore, and R. K. Sakai (2001), Boundary-layer clouds and vegetation-atmosphere feedbacks, J. Clim., 14,

180–197.
Fuzzi, S., M. C. Facchini, G. Orsi, G. Bonforte, W. Martinotti, G. Ziliani, P. Mazzali, P. Rossi, P. Natale, and M. M. Grosa (1996), The Nevalpa Project:

A regional network for fog chemical climatology over the PO Valley basin, Atmos. Environ., 30, 201–213.
Gallagher, M. W., T. W. Choularton, A. P. Morse, and D. Fowler (1988), Measurements of the size dependence of cloud droplet deposition at a

hill site, Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc., 114, 1291–1303.
Gallagher, M. W., K. Beswick, T. W. Choularton, H. Coe, D. Fowler, and K. Hargreaves (1992), Measurements and modelling of cloudwater

deposition to moorland and forests, Environ. Pollut., 75, 97–107.
Gallagher, M. W., K. M. Beswick, T. W. Choularton, J. Duyzer, H. Westrate, and P. Hummelshøj (1997), Measurements of aerosol fluxes to

speulder forest using a micrometeorological technique, Atmos. Environ., 31, 359–373.
Grunow, J. (1955), Der Nebelniederschlag im Bergwald, Forstwiss. Centralbl., 74, 21–36.
Gu, L. H., D. Baldocchi, S. D. Verma, T. A. Black, T. Vesala, E. M. Falge, and P. R. Dowty (2002), Advantages of diffuse radiation for terrestrial

ecosystem productivity, J. Geophys. Res., 107(D6), 4050, doi:10.1029/2001JD001242.
Gultepe, I., et al. (2007), Fog research: A review of past achievements and future perspectives, Pure Appl. Phys., 164, 1121–1159.
Herckes, P., P. Mirabel, and H. Wortham (2002), Cloud water deposition at a high-elevation site in the Vosges Mountains (France), Sci. Total

Environ., 296, 59–75.
Hicks, B. B., and T. P. Meyers (1988), Measuring and modelling dry deposition in mountainous areas, in Acid Deposition at High Elevation Sites,

edited by M. H. Unsworth and D. Fowler, pp. 541–552, Kluwer, Boston.
Hicks, B. B., D. D. Baldocchi, T. P. Meyers, R. P. Hosker, and D. R. Matt (1987), A preliminary multiple resistance routine for deriving dry

deposition velocities from measured quantities, Water Air Soil Pollut., 36, 311–330.
Hildebrandt, A., and E. A. B. Eltahir (2007), Ecohydrology of a seasonal cloud forest in Dhofar. 2. Role of clouds, soil type, and rooting depth in

tree–grass competition, Water Resour. Res., 43, W11411, doi:10.1029/2006WR005262.
Hildebrandt, A., and E. A. B. Eltahir (2008), Using a horizontal precipitation model to investigate the role of turbulent cloud deposition in

survival of a seasonal cloud forest in Dhofar, J. Geophys. Res., 113, G04028, doi:10.1029/2008JG000727.
Hildebrandt, A., M. Al Aufi, M. Amerjeed, M. Shamas, and E. A. B. Eltahir (2007), Ecohydrology of a seasonal cloud forest in Dhofar. I. Field

experiment, Water Resour. Res., 43, W10411, doi:10.1029/2006WR005261.
Hill, T. A., T. W. Choularton, and S. A. Penkett (1986), A model of sulphate production in a cap cloud and subsequent turbulent deposition

onto the hill surface, Atmos. Environ., 20, 1763–1771.
Hill, T. A., A. Jones, and T. W. Choularton (1987), Modelling sulphate deposition onto hills by washout and turbulence, Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc.,

113, 1217–1236.
Holwerda, F., R. Burkard, W. Eugster, F. N. Scatena, A. G. C. A. Meesters, and L. A. Bruijnzeel (2006), Estimating fog deposition at a Puerto Rican

elfin cloud forest site: Comparison of the water budget and eddy covariance methods, Hydrol. Process., 20, 2669–2692.
Holwerda, F., L. A. Bruijnzeel, and F. N. Scatena (2011), Comparison of passive fog gauges for determining fog duration and fog interception

by a Puerto Rican elfin cloud forest, Hydrol. Process., 25, 367–373.
Hori, T. (1953), Studies on Fogs, In Relation to Fog-Preventing Forests, Tanne Trading Co., Sapporo, Japan.
Johnson, D. M., and W. K. Smith (2006), Low clouds and cloud immersion enhance photosynthesis in understory species of a southern

Appalachian spruce-fir forest (USA), Am. J. Bot., 93, 1625–1632.
Joslin, J. D., S. F. Mueller, and M. H. Wolfe (1990), Tests of models of cloudwater deposition to forest canopies using artificial and living col-

lectors, Atmos. Environ., 24A, 3007–3019.
Juvik, J. O., andD. Nullet (1995), Comments on “Aproposed standard fog collector for use in high elevation regions”, J. Appl. Meteorol., 34, 2108–2110.
Juvik, J. O., J. K. DeLay, K. M. Kinney, and E. Hansen (2011), A 50th Anniversary reassessment of the seminal “Lana‘i fog drip study” in Hawai‘I,

Hydrol. Process., 25, 402–410.
Kalina, M. F., and H. Puxbaum (1994), A study of the influence of riming of ice crystals on snow chemistry during different seasons in pre-

cipitating continental clouds, Atmos. Environ., 28, 3311–3328.
Kalina, M. F., E. Zambo, and H. Puxbaum (1998), Assessment of wet, dry and occult deposition of sulfur and nitrogen at an Alpine site, Environ.

Sci. Pollut. Res. Spec. Issue, 1, 53–58.
Katata, G., and H. Nagai (2013), Development of simple and accurate fog deposition estimation (FogDES) scheme for meteorological models,

paper presented at the 6th International Conference on Fog, Fog Collection and Dew, Yokohama.
Katata, G., H. Nagai, H. Ueda, N. Agam, and P. R. Berliner (2007), Development of a land surface model including evaporation and adsorption

processes in the soil for the land-air exchange in arid regions, J. Hydrometeorol., 8, 1307–1324.
Katata, G., H. Nagai, T. Wrzesinsky, O. Klemm, W. Eugster, and R. Burkard (2008), Development of a land surface model including cloud water

deposition on vegetation, J. Appl. Meteorol. Climatol., 47, 2129–2146.
Katata, G., H. Nagai, M. Kajino, H. Ueda, and Y. Hozumi (2010), Numerical study of fog deposition on vegetation for atmosphere-land interactions

in semi-arid and arid regions, Agric. For. Meteorol., 150, 340–353.
Katata, G., M. Kajino, T. Hiraki, M. Aikawa, T. Kobayashi, and H. Nagai (2011), A method for simple and accurate estimation of fog deposition in

a mountain forest using a meteorological model, J. Geophys. Res., 116, D20102, doi:10.1029/2010JD015552.

Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres 10.1002/2014JD021669

KATATA ©2014. American Geophysical Union. All Rights Reserved. 8157

http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2001JD001242
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2006WR005262
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2008JG000727
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2006WR005261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2010JD015552


Klemm, O., and T. Wrzesinsky (2007), Fog deposition fluxes of water and ions to a mountainous site in Central Europe, Tellus, 59B, 705–714.
Klemm, O., T. Wrzesinsky, and C. Scheer (2005), Fog water flux at a canopy top: Direct measurement versus one-dimensional model, Atmos.

Environ., 39, 5375–5386.
Klemm, O., S.-C. Chang, and Y.-J. Hsia (2006), Energy fluxes at a subtropical mountain cloud forest, Forest Ecol. Manage., 224, 5–10.
Kobayashi, T., Y. Nakagawa, M. Tamaki, T. Hiraki, andM. Aikawa (2002), Temporal variation of cloud water deposition to Cryptomeria Japonica

—Fog drip observed in the coniferous forest stands at Mt. Rokko in Kobe, [in Japanese with English abstract, figures, and tables], Environ.
Sci., 15, 151–161.

Kowalski, A. S., and R. J. Vong (1999), Near-surface fluxes of cloud water evolve vertically, Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc., 125, 2663–2684.
Lamaud, E., Y. Brunet, and P. Berbigier (1996), Radiation and water use efficiencies of two coniferous forest canopies, Phys. Chem. Earth, 21,

361–365.
Letts, M. G., and M. Mulligan (2005), The impact of light quality and leaf wetness on photosynthesis in north-west Andean tropical montane

cloud forest, J. Tropical Ecol., 21, 549–557.
Lin, N.-H., and V. K. Saxena (1991), In-cloud scavenging and deposition of sulfates and nitrates: Case studies and parameterization, Atmos.

Environ., 25A, 2301–2320.
Linke, F. (1916), Niederschlagsmessungen unter Bäumen, Meteorol. Z., 33, 140–141.
Lovett, G. M. (1984), Rates and mechanisms of cloud water deposition to a subalpine balsam fir forest, Atmos. Environ., 18, 361–371.
Lovett, G. M. (1988), A comparison of methods for estimating cloud water deposition to a New Hampshire (USA) subalpine forest, in Acid

Deposition at High Elevation Sites, edited by M. H. Unsworth and D. Fowler, pp. 309–320, Kluwer, Boston.
Lovett, G. M., and W. A. Reiners (1986), Canopy structure and cloud water deposition in subalpine coniferous forests, Tellus, 38B, 319–327.
Lovett, G. M., W. A. Reiners, and R. K. Olson (1982), Cloud droplet deposition in subalpine balsam fir forests: Hydrologic and chemical inputs,

Science, 218, 1303–1304.
Lovett, G. M., J. J. Bowser, and E. S. Edgerton (1997), Atmospheric deposition to watersheds in complex terrain, Hydrol. Process., 11, 645–654.
Marioth, H. (1906), Über Wassermengen welche Sträucher uns Bäume aus treibendem Nebel und Wolken Auffangen, Meteorol. Z., 23,

547–553.
McJannet, D., J. Wallace, and P. Reddell (2007), Precipitation interception in Australian tropical rainforests: I. Measurement of stemflow,

throughfall and cloud interception, Hydrol. Process., 21, 1692–1702.
Means, H. R. (1927), Fog precipitated by trees, Science, 66, 402–403.
Mellor, G. L., and T. Yamada (1982), Development of a turbulence closure model for geophysical fluid problems, Rev. Geophys. Space Phys., 20,

851–875.
Merriam, R. A. (1973), Fog drip from artificial leaves in a fog wind tunnel, Water Resour. Res., 9, 1591–1598, doi:10.1029/WR009i006p01591.
Mildenberger, K., E. Beiderwieden, Y.-J. Hsia, and O. Klemm (2009), CO2 and water vapor fluxes above a subtropical mountain cloud forest—The

effect of light conditions and fog, Agric. For. Meteorol., 149, 1730–1736.
Miller, E. K., A. J. Friedland, E. A. Arons, V. A. Mohnen, J. J. Battles, J. A. Panek, J. Kadlecek, and A. H. Johnson (1993a), Atmospheric deposition to

forests along an elevational gradient at Whiteface Mountain, NY, U.S.A, Atmos. Environ., 27A, 2121–2136.
Miller, E. K., J. A. Panek, A. J. Friedland, J. Kadlecek, and V. A. Mohnen (1993b), Atmospheric deposition to a high-elevation forest at Whiteface

Mountain, New York, USA, Tellus, 45B, 209–227.
Min, Q. (2005), Impacts of aerosols and clouds on forest-atmosphere carbon exchange, J. Geophys. Res., 110, D06203, doi:10.1029/2004JD004858.
Mohnen, V. A. (1988), Mountain Cloud Chemistry Project: Wet, Dry, and Cloud Water Deposition, EPA-600/3-89-009, U. S. Environmental

Protection Agency, Research Triangle Park, N. C.
Monteith, J. L. (1965), Evaporation and environment, Symp. Soc. Expl. Biol., 19, 205–234.
Mueller, S. F. (1991), Estimating cloud water deposition to subalpine spruce-fir forests—I. Modifications to an existing model, Atmos. Environ.,

25A, 1093–1104.
Mueller, S. F., and F. P. Weatherford (1988), Chemical deposition to a high elevation red spruce forest, Water, Air, Soil Pollut., 38, 345–363.
Mueller, S. F., J. D. Joslin Jr., and M. H. Wolfe (1991), Estimating cloud water deposition to subalpine spruce-fir forests—II. Model testing,

Atmos. Environ., 25A, 1105–1122.
Müller, M. D., M. Masbou, and A. Bott (2010), Three-dimensional fog forecasting in complex terrain, Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc., 136, 2189–2202.
Nagai, H. (2003), Validation and sensitivity analysis of a new atmosphere-soil-vegetation model. Part II: Impacts on in-canopy latent heat flux

over a winter wheat field determined by detailed calculation of canopy radiation transmission and stomatal resistance, J. Appl. Meteorol.,
42, 434–451.

Nagai, H. (2005), Incorporation of CO2 exchange processes into a multilayer atmosphere-soil-vegetation model, J. Appl. Meteorol., 44,
1574–1592.

Nagel, J. F. (1956), Fog precipitation on Table Mountain, Q. J. R. Meteorol. Soc., 82, 452–460.
Novel, P. S. (2005), Physiochemical and Environmental Plant Physiology, Academic Press, Calif.
Olivier, J. (2002), Fog-water harvesting along the west coast of South Africa: A feasibility study, Water SA, 28, 349–360.
Olson, R. K., W. A. Reiners, C. S. Cronan, and G. E. Lang (1981), The chemistry and flux of throughfall and stemflow in subalpine balsam fir

forests, Holarctic Ecol., 4, 291–300.
Pahl, S., P. Winkler, T. Schneider, B. Arends, D. Schell, R. Maser, and W. Wobrock (1994), Deposition of trace substances via cloud interception

on a coniferous forest at Kleiner Feldberg, J. Atmos. Chem., 19, 231–252.
Peters, K., and R. Eiden (1992), Modelling the dry deposition velocity of aerosol particles to a spruce forest, Atmos. Environ., 26A, 2555–2564.
Price, D. T., and T. A. Black (1990), Effects of short-term variation in weather on diurnal canopy CO2 flux and evapotranspiration of juvenile

Douglas-fir stand, Agric. For. Meteorol., 50, 139–158.
Pryor, S. C., et al. (2008), A review of measurement and modelling results of particle atmosphere-surface exchange, Tellus B, 60, 42–75.
Ranz, W. E., and J. B. Wong (1952), Impaction of dust and smoke particles on surface and body collectors, Ind. Eng. Chem., 44, 1371–1381.
Reinhardt, K., and W. K. Smith (2008), Impacts of cloud immersion on microclimate, photosynthesis and water relations of Abies fraseri

(Pursh.) Poiret in a temperate mountain cloud forest, Oecologia, 158, 229–238.
Ritter, A., C. M. Regalado, and G. Aschan (2009), Fog reduces transpiration in tree species of the Canarian relict heath-laurel cloud forest

Garajonay National Park, Spain, Tree Physiol., 29, 517–528.
Rocha, A. V., H. B. Su, C. S. Vogel, H. P. Schmid, and P. S. Curtis (2004), Photosynthetic and water use efficiency responses to diffuse radiation

by an aspen-dominated northern hardwood forest, Forest Sci., 50, 793–801.
Rutter, A. J. (1975), The hydrological cycle in vegetation, in Vegetation and the Atmosphere, edited by J. L.Monteith, pp. 11–50, Academic Press, London.
Saxena, V. K., and N. H. Lin (1990), Cloud chemistry measurements and estimates of acidic deposition on an above cloudbase coniferous

forest, Atmos. Environ., 24A, 329–352.

Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres 10.1002/2014JD021669

KATATA ©2014. American Geophysical Union. All Rights Reserved. 8158

http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/WR009i006p01591
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2004JD004858


Saxena, V. K., R. E. Stogner, A. H. Hendler, T. P. DeFelice, R. J. Y. Yeh, and N. H. Lin (1989), Monitoring the chemical climate of the Mt. Mitchell
State Park for evaluation of its impact on forest decline, Tellus, 41B, 92–109.

Schemenauer, R. S., and P. Cereceda (1994), A proposed standard fog collector for use in high elevation regions, J. Appl. Meteorol., 33,
1313–1322.

Schemenauer, R. S., C. M. Banic, and N. Urquizo (1994), High elevation fog and precipitation chemistry in southern Quebec, Canada, Atmos.
Environ., 9, 2235–2252.

Schmid, S., R. Burkard, K. F. A. Frumau, C. Tobón, L. A. Bruijnzeel, R. Siegwolf, and W. Eugster (2011), Using eddy covariance and stable isotope
mass balance techniques to estimate fog water contributions to a Costa Rican cloud forest during the dry season, Hydrol. Process., 25,
429–437.

Shimadera, H., A. Kondo, K. Lal Shrestha, A. Kaga, and Y. Inoue (2011), Annual sulfur deposition through fog, wet and dry deposition in the
Kinki Region of Japan, Atmos. Environ., 45, 6299–6308.

Shuttleworth, W. J. (1977), The exchange of wind-driven fog andmist between vegetation and the atmosphere, Boundary Layer Meteorol., 12,
463–489.

Sigmon, J. T., F. S. Gilliam, and M. E. Partin (1989), Precipitation and throughfall chemistry for a montane hardwood forest ecosystem:
Potential contributions from cloud water, J. Forest Res., 19, 1240–1247.

Skamarock, W. C., J. B. Klemp, J. Dudhia, D. O. Gill, D. M. Barker, M. G. Duda, X. Y. Huang, W. Wang, and J. G. Powers (2008), A Description of the
Advanced Research WRF Version 3, NCAR Tech. Note NCAR/TN–475+ STR, 125 pp., National Center for Atmospheric Research, Boulder, Colo.

Slinn, W. G. N. (1982), Predictions for particle deposition to vegetative canopies, Atmos. Environ., 16, 1785–1794.
Smith, W. K., and T. M. McClean (1989), Adaptive relationship between leaf water repellency, stomatal distribution and gas exchange, Am. J.

Bot., 76, 465–469.
Still, C. J., P. N. Foster, and S. H. Schneider (1999), Simulating the effects of climate change on tropical cloud forests, Nature, 398, 608–610.
Still, C. J., et al. (2009), The influence of clouds and diffuse radiation on ecosystem-atmosphere CO2 and CO

18
O exchanges, J. Geophys. Res.,

114, G01018, doi:10.1029/2007JG000675.
Stogner, R. E., and V. K. Saxena (1988), Acidic cloud-forest canopy interaction at Mr. Mitchell, North Carolina, Environ. Pollut., 53, 456–458.
Tang, Y. M., R. Capon, R. Forbes, and P. Clark (2009), Fog prediction using a very high resolution numerical weather prediction model forced

with a single profile, Meteorol. Appl., 16, 129–141.
Thalmann, E., R. Burkard, T. Wrzesinsky, W. Eugster, and O. Klemm (2002), Ion fluxes from fog and rain to an agricultural and a forest eco-

system in Europe, Atmos. Res., 64, 147–158.
Thorne, P. G., G. M. Lovett, and W. A. Reiners (1982), Experimental determination of droplet impaction on canopy components of balsam fir,

J. Appl. Meteorol., 21, 1413–1416.
Unsworth, M. H., and J. C. Wilshaw (1989), Wet, occult and dry deposition of pollutants on forests, Agric. For. Meteorol., 47, 221–238.
Valiente, J. A., M. J. Estrela, D. Corell, D. Fuentes, A. Valdecantos, and M. J. Baeza (2011), Fog water collection and reforestation at a mountain

location in a western Mediterranean basin region: Air-mass origins and synoptic analysis, Erdkunde, 65, 277–290.
Vautz, W., M. Schilling, D. Klockow, S. Pahl, and H. Pilger (2003), Deposition of trace substances via cloud droplets in the Atlantic Rain Forest of

the Serra Do Mar, São Paulo State, SE Brazil, Atmos. Environ., 37, 3277–3287.
Vermeulen, A. T., G. P. Wyers, F. G. Römer, N. F. M. Van Leeuwen, G. P. J. Draaijers, and J. W. Erisman (1997), Fog deposition on a coniferous

forest in the Netherlands, Atmos. Environ., 31, 375–386.
Vogelmann, H. W. (1973), Fog precipitation in the cloud forests of Eastern Mexico, BioScience, 23, 96–100.
von Glasow, R., and A. Bott (1999), Interaction of radiation fog with tall vegetation, Atmos. Environ., 33, 1333–1346.
Vong, R. J., and A. S. Kowalski (1995), Eddy correlation measurements of size-dependent cloud droplet turbulent fluxes to complex terrain,

Tellus, 47B, 331–352.
Vong, R. J., J. T. Sigmon, and S. F. Mueller (1991), Cloud water deposition to Appalachian forests, Environ. Sci. Technol., 25, 1014–1021.
Walmsley, J. L., R. S. Schemenauer, and H. A. Bridgman (1996), A method for estimating the hydrologic input from fog in mountains terrain,

J. Appl. Meteorol., 35, 2237–2249.
Weathers, K. C., G. M. Lovett, and G. E. Likens (1995), Cloud deposition to a spruce forest edge, Atmos. Environ., 29, 665–672.
Weathers, K. C., G. M. Lovett, G. E. Likens, and R. Lathrop (2000), The effect of landscape features on deposition to Hunter Mountain, Catskill

Mountains, New York, Ecol. Appl., 10, 528–540.
Wesely, M. L., and B. B. Hicks (2000), A review of the current status of knowledge on dry deposition, Atmos. Environ., 34, 2261–2282.
Wieringa, J. (1980), Representativeness of wind observations at airports, Bull. Am. Meteorol. Soc., 61, 962–971.
Williams, J. W., S. T. Jackson, and J. E. Kutzbach (2007), Projected distributions of novel and disappearing climates by 2100 AD, Proc. Natl.

Acad. Sci. U. S. A., 104, 5738–5742.
Wobrock, W., et al. (1994), The Kleiner Feldberg Cloud Experiment 1990. An overview, J. Atmos. Chem., 19, 3–35.
Wrzesinsky, T., and O. Klemm (2000), Summertime fog chemistry at a mountainous site in central Europe, Atmos. Environ., 34, 1487–1496.
Yamada, T. (1982), A numerical model study of turbulent airflow in and above a forest canopy, J. Meteorol. Soc. Jpn., 60, 439–454.
Yamaguchi, T., I. Noguchi, Y. Watanabe, G. Katata, H. Sato, and H. Hara (2013), Aerosol deposition and behavior on leaves in cool-temperate

deciduous forests. Part 2: Characteristics of fog water chemistry and fog deposition in Northern Japan, Asian J. Atmos. Environ., 7, 8–16.
Yanni, S., K. Keys, F.-R. Meng, X. Yin, T. Clair, and P. A. Arp (2000), Modelling hydrological conditions in the maritime forest region of south-

western Nova Scotia, Hydrol. Process., 14, 195–214.
Yin, X., and P. A. Arp (1994), Fog contributions to the water budget of forested watersheds in the Canadian Maritime Provinces: A generalized

algorithm for low elevations, Atmos. Ocean, 32, 553–566.
Zhang, M., et al. (2011), Effects of cloudiness change on net ecosystem exchange, light use efficiency, and water use efficiency in typical

ecosystems of China, Agric. For. Meteorol., 151, 803–816.
Zimmermann, L., and F. Zimmermann (2002), Fog deposition to Norway Spruce stands at high-elevation sites in the Eastern Erzgebirge

(Germany), J. Hydrol., 256, 166–175.

Journal of Geophysical Research: Atmospheres 10.1002/2014JD021669

KATATA ©2014. American Geophysical Union. All Rights Reserved. 8159

http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2007JG000675


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (ECI-RGB.icc)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Photoshop 5 Default CMYK)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.6
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /Symbol
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-Italic
    /Times-Roman
    /ZapfDingbats
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 400
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


