
A detailed, point-by-point response to the review comments is given below. Each 

review comment is repeated followed with our action to modify the manuscript. All 

Page and Line numbers correspond to locations in the revised manuscript.  

 

Comments from Editor Peter Haynes: 

Editor decision: Publish subject to technical corrections 

by Peter Haynes 

Public justification (visible to the public if the article is accepted and published): 

I regret the delay in reaching a decision on this manuscript. I have now looked myself 

at the revised manuscript and your responses to the referee comments and my own 

comments and my assessment is that your responses and changes are sufficient to 

justify your paper now being published in ACP. I have made one minor suggestion 

regarding wording -- I hope that you will make the suggested change -- but I have left 

this as a ‘technical correction’. 

Additional private note (visible to authors and reviewers only): 

My requested technical correction is that the text in section 3.2.1: ‘Although there is 

some empiricism and subjectivity, there is no explicit algorithm to determine the exact 

water vapor transport path and source regions of water vapor. However, this approach 

is based on certain criteria and ensures that we capture the’. This doesn’t really make 

it clear to what the ‘empiricism and subjectivity’ applies. I recommend the alternative 

form: ‘Although there is some empricism and subjectivity in this approach, it is 

adopted in the absence of any algorithm, given the information available, to determine 

uniquely the water vapor transport path and the source regions of water vapor. The 

approach is based on criteria that are as concrete as possible and ensure that we 

capture the ...’. 

Response: We appreciate the editor’s decision and the constructive suggestions. We 

have revised the sentences in the original text according to the editor’s comments, 

please find the revised sentences in Lines 409-412 in the Manuscript file. In addition, 

we have not made any further changes to the original main text. 

Moreover, when the editor validated our submitted revised manuscript, they reminded 



us in the email, “Please note that your reference list has not been compiled according 

to our standards. Please consider adjusting your reference list with the next revision of 

your manuscript. The manuscript preparation guidelines can be seen at: 

https://www.atmospheric-chemistry-and-physics.net/for_authors/manuscript_preparati

on.html.” In this submission, we have revised and adjusted our reference list 

according to the styles and standards provided in the link. If there are still any issues 

with the reference list, please let us know. 


