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The paper ”South African EUCAARI – measurements: a site with high atmospheric
variability” has an ambition to describe aerosol and trace gas variability on EUCAARI
site in South Africa. As authors mentioned, there is lack of relevant observations and
long-term measurements on Southern Hemisphere, however, presenting only 9 days
of data from a station where measurements for more nearly one and half year were
available in time of submission is far from sufficient. Data analysis part is weak. What
is the message of this study? I believe that from nearly every station one can select a
short period showing large variability, but it does not provide any information about sea-
sonal or long-term trends. With data available, authors can provide at least seasonal
variability. If ambition is to present the site, then more thorough technical description
should be provided and such manuscript is more appropriate for AMT journal for exam-
ple. Mainly for this reason I recommend rejection of this manuscript from publication in

C13836

http://www.atmos-chem-phys-discuss.net
http://www.atmos-chem-phys-discuss.net/10/C13836/2011/acpd-10-C13836-2011-print.pdf
http://www.atmos-chem-phys-discuss.net/10/30691/2010/acpd-10-30691-2010-discussion.html
http://www.atmos-chem-phys-discuss.net/10/30691/2010/acpd-10-30691-2010.pdf
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/


ACPD
10, C13836–C13837,

2011

Interactive
Comment

Full Screen / Esc

Printer-friendly Version

Interactive Discussion

Discussion Paper

ACP. It does not reach quality level appropriate for this journal.

Additional comments:

Page 30700, lines 9-11: How resulting size distribution can be up to 20 microns while
10 micron cut-off PM10 inlet is used?

Section 4.3.5: What was the temperature in aerosol filter sampler during sampling and
how were the filters stored? Without this information it is hard to assess relevance of
volatile components analysis.

Page 30704, line 20: change of synoptic conditions is a broad term. What happened?

Page 30705, line 17: How it is obvious? It can be also just sampling different air mass
with lower aerosol load. There is no clear analysis showing that trace gases were
obviously removed by wet scavenging

Page 30706, lines 6 – 9: Same as above, but it can be valid also for aerosols. Moreover
later in the paper authors claim that supermicron aerosol plays an important role during
this period.

Page 30706, lines 10-11: Why only scattering and absorption data are recalculated for
STP conditions and not the rest of aerosol data? What is meaning of this approach?

Figure 8: There is a strange feature in aerosol size distribution during 9 June at the
same time like very high spike in PM10? What is this? Size distribution data seem
to show some erroneous measurements? Can this be result of not proper cleaning of
data or local contamination?
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