
We thank the reviewers for their comprehensive and insightful comments on our 
manuscript, which have greatly improved the manuscript. We have addressed all the 
comments reviewers raised in the revision. According to reviewers’ comments, the main 
revisions we made include: 

1. We have incorporated the suggestions provided by the reviewers to improve the 
introduction and discussion of the measurement techniques used in our study. We have 
elaborated on the technical details and methodology. 

2. We have carefully reviewed the manuscript for editorial and grammatical errors 
and corrected these issues to improve the readability of our work. 

Reviewer 2: 

Review of “Efficient droplet activation of ambient black carbon particles in sub-urban 
environment” by Tian et al. 
This study observationally investigated the hygroscopicity and CCN activity of BC-
containing particles in a suburban environment, with particular attention to the source-
dependent variability and the evolution with photochemical-age. To my knowledge, 
quantitative observations of the relationship between the activated number-fraction of 
BC-containing particles and photochemical age have been rare or have been conducted 
for the first time. Particularly, Figure 7 results should be useful to constrain/validate the 
aerosol microphysical models as well as the BC-aging schemes adopted in the aerosol-
climate models. I can recommend this manuscript for publication after incorporating 
the following request for minor corrections. 

We are thankful for the positive comments of reviewer.  

General comments: 

This manuscript contains many editorial or grammatical errors. The authors should 
check the manuscript more seriously before submission. In addition, the authors should 
thoroughly check again the appropriateness of the cited references in each sentence.  

We have carefully reviewed the manuscript for editorial and grammatical errors and 
believe we have corrected these issues to improve the readability of our work. The 
appropriateness of the cited references has been also rechecked to ensure accuracy and 
relevance to our claims and findings. 

Minor/Individual comments: 

L25: Specify the location/observation site. 

The location was added.  

Line 22-25:  

“Here, we directly measured the droplet activation diameter (D50) and activation 
fraction of BCc (Fact,BC) in suburban Beijing using coupled measurements of size-



resolved number concentrations of CCN at configured water supersaturation (SS) and 
BC-containing particles (BCc).” 

L42-43: Check the grammatical correctness of this sentence. 

This sentence was rewritten. 

Line 42-44:  

“Wet scavenging, identified as the primary removal mechanism for atmospheric BC 
(Jacobson, 2010), involves BC particles acting as cloud condensation nucleation (CCN) 
that are activated into the cloud droplets and removed through precipitation.” 

L52: For clarity, I suggest: “characterizing” -> “predicting”. 

Corrected.  

Line 52-53:  

“has been successful in predicting the hygroscopicity of internally mixed BC, 
assuming a spherical core-shell structure.” 

L69: Remove "in east Asian polluted area". 

Corrected.  

Line 67-69:  

“More than 50% of BC mass can be removed through the wet removal process during 
transport from the surface to the planetary boundary layer (PBL), as evidenced by 
studies in East Asian polluted areas” 

L74: “sub saturation” -> “subsaturation” 

Corrected.  

Line 74:  

“and the hygroscopic tandem differential mobility analyser (HTDMA) under 
subsaturation condition.” 

L78: Reword "how many parts of BC". It sounds awkward to me. 

This sentence was rewritten. 

Line 76-77:  

“but it cannot distinguish how much of the BC contributes to activation, given that BC 
accounts for about 10% of the ambient aerosol.” 

L85: Reword “air mass clusters” -> “air mass types”.  

This sentence was rewritten. 

Line 83-84: 



“The variation in the hygroscopicity of BC during different pollution levels was 
investigated through the classification of four distinct air masses types.” 

L85: “based on the” -> “based on the trace-gas measurements by the” 

This sentence was rewritten. 

Line 84-85: 

“The equivalent photochemical age (tage), calculated using trace-gas measurements by 
the Proton-Transfer-Reactor Time-of-Flight Mass Spectrometer,” 

L90: “for more than 1 month” -> “for XX days” 

Corrected.  

Line 89:  

“The field campaign was conducted for 33 days from 29th Apr. to 2nd Jun. 2020” 

L92: “65Km” -> “65 km” 

Corrected. 

Line 90-91:  

“approximately 65 km northeast of central Beijing.” 

L95: “attribute” -> “attributable” or “attributed” 

Corrected. 

Line 93:  

“while cleaner conditions were attributed to dilution by clean air from the northwest.” 

L116-120: Here is just a repetition of the previous paragraph! 

Apologies for the repetition. To clarify, we have thoroughly reviewed the manuscript 
to correct any editorial and grammatical errors, thereby enhancing the readability of 
our work. 

L124-125: "As the optical diameter of BCc is largely independent of the morphology 
of BCc". This assumption may not be always accurate. Need clarification of the method 
to derive the optical diameter from the light-scattering signal. 

We have added related discussions.  

Line 117-122:  

“As suggested by Moteki et al. (2010), for size smaller than 400nm, the scattering signal 
measured by SP2 is predominantly influence the volume of particle, with little influence 
from the morphology of BCc. The scattering at λ=1064nm which is larger than the 
particle size of a typical BCc, can minimize the geometric influence of scattering due 
to the complex morphology of BC. This is validated to be within 10% accuracy for the 



optical size determination of BCc at 1064 nm (Hu et al., 2021). Thus, the measured 
optical diameter by SP2 is assumed to be equal to the volume equivalent diameter (Dve).” 

L143-144: "The kbc was test ..." I couldn't understand this sentence. Please check 
grammatical correctness. 

This sentence was rewritten. 

Line 143-144:  

“The κBC was tested to successfully predict the CCN activation properties of BCc in 
the field in-situ cloud observation.” 

L150: “governed” -> “controlled” or “operated” 

Corrected. 

Line 149-150: 

“the DMA was controlled by custom-made software.” 

L160: “the other” -> “another” 

Corrected. 

Line 160:  

“and another SP2 with a flowrate of 0.12 L/min,” 

L179: “challenging” -> “unlikely” 

Corrected. 

Line 178-179:  

“It is well recognized that the activation of BCc into CCN is more unlikely compared 
to BCf of the same diameter,” 

L196: “ration” -> “ratio” 

Corrected. 

Line 202-203: 

“ [𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡]
[𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏] is the ratio of measured toluene and benzene in the atmosphere.” 

L198: “test” -> “tested” 

Corrected. 

Line 204-205:  

“The dataset of tage in this study has been successfully tested to determine the 
photochemical reaction or production rates of secondary OA,” 

L204: Clarify the criteria of the air mass classification. 



The criteria of the air mass classification was added. 

Line 209-213: 

“Ensemble calculations were performed with 3-hourly, 1°×1° GDAS horizontal and 
vertical reanalysis wind fields to retrieve 36-hour backward air mass trajectories to the 
target site. A clustering analysis of the air mass trajectories was conducted using a 
systematic clustering method (Draxier &Hess, 1998), and a total of 216 trajectories was 
calculated. The entire observation periods were classified into 4 clusters.” 

Figure2: Panels e-g lack the horizontal axis label. 

The figure was revised. 

 

L218: "less distances of transportation" -> “shorter transport distances” 

Corrected. 

Line 227: 

“shorter transportation distances,” 

L269: Remove "respectively" 

Corrected. 

Line 279-280: 

“Figure 4 illustrates a representative example of size-resolved activation of all-particle 
and BCc at SS = 0.1% and 0.3%.” 

Figure 5: Increase the resolution or size of the lower panels in Figure 5. They are hard 
to see. 



The figure was revised. 

 

L365: I guess "Moteki et al. 2012" referred here should be Moteki et al. 2007 GRL 
instead. 

Corrected. 

Line 376-377:  

“The aging scale of a few hours observed here is generally consistent with previously 
measured BC aging influenced by anthropogenic pollution, such as an aircraft 
measurement (Moteki et al., 2007)” 

L400: “It was also found that the number activated fraction of BCc was more 
sensitive in the SS range from 0.1% to 0.2%, a typical range for fog and stratiform 
thin clouds formation.” -> This statement needs some references. 

References was added.  

Line 411-413: 

“It was also found that the number activated fraction of BCc was more sensitive in the 
SS range from 0.1% to 0.2% (Hu et al., 2021a), a typical range for fog and stratiform 
thin clouds formation.” 
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