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This manuscript presents long-time measurements of atmospheric “fluorescent biologi-
cal aerosol particles (FBAP)” from two locations in two different countries. It tries to find
the seasonal cycles from the variations of concentration and size distribution from total
aerosol particles and fluorescence particles, to seek the possible correlation between
fluorescent particles and RH or rains, and to give some reasonable explanation of the
results. This work will supply broader view in long time scale for atmospheric aerosol
research and I strongly recommend this manuscript should be published in ACP, even
the writing quality of this manuscript need further improved. First I would like the au-
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thors to point out the following in their paper more clearly. As some researchers claimed
that the UVAPS is able to distinguish bioaerosol from non-bioaerosol particles, and did
not pay attention to the limitation of fluorescence-based bioaerosol sensors, I do see
the authors have pointed out in this manuscript that these sensors are not “selective
for all types of PBAP”, “have certain instrument-specific biases”, and have “lower limit
for PBAP”, even the 355 nm excited fluorescence particles also contain non-bioaerosol
particles, for example as those containing certain polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(not of biological origin). For the shorter-wavelength excited fluorescence particles (ex.
263, 266, 280nm), it could give a higher concentration of bioaerosol particles result
with some non-bioaerosol particles. Different bioaerosol particles fluoresce under the
excitation of different wavelength, the same for non-bioaerosols [1-3]. Therefore, I sug-
gest that if the paper can further clearly state that the “fluorescence biological aerosol
particles” detected by UV-APS in this study is all the particles that have fluorescence
above a certain threshold when excited by 355 nm laser and they are mainly from
bioaerosol particles but not included all bioaerosol particles, and it is just called flu-
orescence biological aerosol particles, then can educate other readers better. I may
miss the description of the calibration and maintain of UVAPS for such a long time
measurement, particularly the size calibration and filter replacement. I would like the
authors to add that in. As I know, once the filters are used for long time and there are
too many particles deposited, then the flow rate 1 Lpm is going to greatly decreased
gradually with time, and the measured size distribution is going to shift with time from
the real distributions. So I would like the authors to double check this, especially for the
very strange particle size distribution in Fig 4, 5 with a sharp peak around 2.5 um with
the number distribution is shifted toward bigger particles. The particle number size
distribution I read from literatures are mostly somehow close to Fig 4 (b) with some
certain degree of variations, but far from Fig 4(c), 5 (a, b). Hill et al 2009 is not on
the Reference list Most of the figures need improve their quality and carefully check
the units, labels. Using thicker solid, dot, dash curves with different colors may help
readers to distinguish them, especially when they are printed in black-white color, e.g.
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the curves in Fig. 1, 3, 7 No Y-axis label on the right for Fig 1. No X-axis label on Fig 7.
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