
Replies to the comments from anonymous referee #1 
 
We would like to start the reply by thanking the anonymous referee#1 for their constructive 
and insightful review. Their suggestions regarding the restructuring and expansion of the text 
have significantly enhanced the quality of the manuscript. All the comments and insight are 
very much appreciated. We have copied the comments into this document; the comments 
are in Times New Roman blue font while our answers are in Calibri black font. Line numbers 
refer to the revised version of the manuscript without track changes.  
 

Dust aerosols are key players in the Earth system, exerting a variety of impacts that are many 
times shaped by their mineralogical composition. This manuscript presents advances in the 
characterization of the dust mineralogy from North African sources and approaches one 
fundamental problem that dust models face when trying to incorporate minerals in their 
formulation: the distribution of minerals across aerosol particle sizes. The core of the study 
focuses on the methodological improvements included in the COSMO-MUSCAT model to 
improve the emitted minerals’ Particle Size Distribution (PSD) and the evaluation of a set of 
simulations against observations. The authors also report new observational data of mineral 
and elemental composition from two different and recent campaigns, which are of value for 
increasing our understanding of the dust mineralogy and its regional variations. The 
improvements included in the model as well as the observational data merit publication and are 
useful for the scientific community to advance in this field.  

However, in my view, some aspects of the observational campaigns and the model evaluation 
methodology have to be clarified. Also, the manuscript's current presentation is quite dense and 
the structure makes it difficult for the reader to clearly identify the primary findings. I would 
recommend the authors to split the work in two different articles: one devoted to the 
observational campaigns and the other related to the modelling work and its evaluation. 
Alternatively, a synthesis of these two parts is recommended, moving to supplementary 
materials the non-essential information.  

Thank you for this general comment. We have revised the methodology significantly. To 
improve readability, we have moved several technical details to the Appendix and synthesized 
the remaining content to ensure the manuscript remains a concise, cohesive work. 

Please, see my specific comments below.  

Specific comments: 

The authors report information on two different experimental campaigns: DUSTRISK2022 and 
JATAC2022. The protocols, instruments and characteristics of the measurement methods are 
explained in some detail, however the actual measurements, their representativity and 
uncertainty ranges are not reported or clearly discussed in the main article. These are relevant 
details to assess their strengths and weaknesses as a target for model evaluation. Some of the 
details reported in sections 4.2 and 4.3 (e.g., Table 3) could be moved to supplementary 
materials, while more information on the results of the measurement campaigns and their 
uncertainties could be added in the main paper. For instance, the JATAC2022 campaign reports 
close to 0 % of illite and smectite in fine particle sizes in Cape Verde. Is this expected? How 
is this reconciled with dusts close to sources with illite contents up to 40%? On the other hand, 



the estimate of iron oxides content from JATAC2022 relies on information from other 
experimental studies (DiBiagio et al., 2019), how does this impact their reliability?  

Regarding the JATAC 2022 dataset, we have implemented a revised classification method for 
the measured elemental masses. Consequently, the previous finding of 0% illite has been 
updated, yielding results that align more closely with established literature. The mass fraction 
of iron oxides relative to total dust varies by geography; thus, we adopted the representative 
iron oxide mass fractions for 19 desert locations from Di Biagio et al. (2019). This fingerprint 
was applied to our mass ratio measurements to derive the reported percentage values. 
Details on this new classification and its associated uncertainties have been added to Section 
3.1 (lines 398–408). 

For the DUSTRISK 2022 dataset, trace elements were quantified via S4-Tstar TXRF 
instrumentation following established procedures (Fomba et al., 2020; Souza et al., 2025). 
Elemental concentration uncertainties were maintained below 15%, arising from sample 
preparation and instrumental limits as detailed in Fomba et al. (2020). Methodological 
clarifications and uncertainty analyses have been integrated into lines 431–448. 

The description of the model evaluation procedure overrelies on a workflow schematic (Figure 
3). I would recommend to expand the description and justify the different steps taken in the 
main text.  

A clearer description of this schematic figure has been done. Now, this is Figure 4 and it is 
explained in Section 4.2 (lines 493-498). 

As mentioned in the general comments, some aspects of the paper organization could be 
improved for clarity. For instance, in the current structure:  

• Section 2 is not connected to the narrative of the paper. This should be either 
contextualized, moved or entirely removed.  

We agree, Section 2 has consequently been removed. 

• Sections 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 mix the methodology used to obtain or gather the observations 
with the actual processing and methods used to compare to the model outputs.  

Thank you for this reconstructing comment, Section 3 now focuses exclusively on the 
observational campaign, while a new Section 4 has been added to clarify the model 
comparison framework. 

• Section 5.1 (“North Africa”) includes a comparison of the emitted PSD of a specific 
soil type with results from another model which could be moved to supplementary 
material.  

It has been moved to the Appendix.  

My general recommendation would be to:  



• Clearly distinguish between observational data gathering (e.g., from previous studies 
or observational campaigns) and the methods to assess the model itself.  

Thank you for the suggestion, we did the rearrangement accordingly.  

• Include a section where model configuration and setup is clearly defined. Adding a 
table with the simulations conducted, their differences and an id to track them 
throughout the article could help.  

We appreciate this suggestion. The “Input files and simulation setup” content has 
been relocated to Section 2.4, where we have also included a new Table 2 
summarizing the specific simulations conducted.  Furthermore, the description of the 
model configuration has been expanded for greater clarity (lines 340-351). 

• Define the methodology followed for model evaluation in detail, including how the 
temporal and spatial dimensions are matched between model and observations. 

Section 4 is now dedicated to this topic. 

• The results are organized at present by campaign or observational dataset, which makes 
some of the aspects of the discussion of the improvements repetitive (e.g., 
improvements in the representation of PM10 PM2.5 Si in DUSTRISK vs JATAC, same 
for quartz). Maybe organizing them by "area" (sources vs. transport) or target variable 
(elemental composition vs mineral) could help streamline the discussion of results.  

Thank you for the helpful suggestion, the results section has been re-organized to 
improve clarity and flow. Specifically, the “Model validation” section (Section 5) is now 
structured by target variables, with subsections dedicated to “Mineralogy” (Section 
5.1) and “Elemental composition” (Section 5.2).  

Technical comments:  

• Section headers could be more descriptive of its contents (e.g. “North Africa” shows 
results of mineral evaluation, “Cape Verde - JATAC 2022” refers to the results of the 
evaluation with this specific campaign data…). 

We have changed some of the headers to be more descriptive as proposed. 

• L1: The focus put in the abstract on the JATAC campaigns seems disproportionate after 
reading the article.  

We agree, we have changed this line to better reflect the content. 

• L47-48: keep consistent size definitions for clay and silt throughout the manuscript. 

We have checked these instances and made it consistent throughout.  

• L49-51: while the statement is true, the quartz overestimation is only one of the many 
uncertainties related to size distribution of minerals in soils.  



We have changed the wording to better reflect that is indeed only one of the many 
related uncertainties between lines 50-52.  

• L64-79: These lines now first state model evaluation against mineralogy, then discusses 
the two PSD approaches, then describes the datasets for evaluation again, mentions the 
seasonal variability analysis and again the results of the evaluation. Please, summarize 
and reorganize for clarity. 

We have reorganized these paragraphs to reflect the content of the manuscript on a 
progressive manner (lines 64-88). 

• L183-184: There is no previous definition of the model configuration or simulation 
domain. Please, clarify or reorganize the text (the simulation setup is explained next in 
Sect 3.1.2).    

All the information regarding model configuration and simulation domain can be 
found now in Section 2.4. To maintain a logical narrative flow, this subsection now 
follows the description of the emission scheme and the subsequent modifications 
changes to the mineralogical scheme, which we felt ensures a more cohesive 
transition for the reader. 

• L187-189: Rewrite this sentence to make it clearer.  

This sentence has now been split into two; they can be found in lines 336 – 338. 

• Section 3.1.2 - How long are the simulations? Which is the output frequency? A 
graphical representation of the domain, even if in a supplementary file, would help the 
reader. It could be used also to represent the location of the observational datasets used 
as a reference for evaluation. 

These questions have been addressed with the inclusion of Table 2 and Figure 3 and 
in line 351.  

• L223-224: Please, clarify the last sentence. Why is the Journet et al. 2014 article cited 
here?   

This content has been deleted for synthesis’s sake.  

• L225-233: It is difficult to understand the justification of the use of a specific SMA for 
this work based on the purpose of a previous study. Given that this work aims at 
assessing the impact of different methods to define the emitted PSD I would say this 
justification is unnecessary.  

This justification has been removed.  

• L241: Figure 2 is mentioned before Figure 1. Revise.  

Figures have been renamed accordingly.  



• Figure 2. The assumption made for aerosol particles larger than 50 um has to be 
explained somewhere 

A description has been added to the figure caption.  

• L355: which is the assumption for gypsum and feldspar?  

The assumptions for gypsum and feldspar are that their extension into finer fractions 
can be done via the quartz clay-to-silt and calcite clay-to-silt ratio, respectively. This is 
done following the methodology of Gonçalves Ageitos et al. (2023) as detailed in lines 
302 – 310. 

• L363: if aggregates disintegrate, why do they contribute to larger size classes? 

Thank you for pointing out this inconsistency. The term 'disintegrate' was used 
incorrectly in this context. We intended to convey that while some aggregates break 
down, many clay-sized primary minerals remain bound within silt-sized aggregates 
during the emission process. We have revised the sentence (line 315) to clarify that 
these clay-rich species contribute to the silt-sized aerosol fraction because they are 
emitted as part of larger aggregates, rather than being fully dispersed into the clay-
sized fraction. 

• L392: Perlwitz is a global dataset … explain which sites are selected.  

The site selection within the global dataset is now clarified (lines 492-498). 

• Figure 4: Figure 4 and comparison with MONARCH can be moved to supplementary 
materials. There should be some clarification regarding the last bin of COSMO, which 
has unknown composition from 50 to 80 um. 

The lower panel of Figure 4 has been moved to the Appendix. 

• Figure 5 caption - remove the modified from note. Include the size range. What are the 
uncertainty bars? Are all measurements bulk? 

A size range comparison clarification has been added to the Model comparison 
framework section (lines 534 – 545). A line in Figure’s 5 caption has been added 
clarifying where the uncertainty bars come from. Indeed, not all measurements are 
bulk, and model results were carefully selected to match the measurement size ranges 
at the highest available resolution.  

• Figures 5 to 12: Use a consistent set of evaluation metrics across the paper and explain 
how these are calculated in the methods section. Is the correlation spatial, temporal? 
Please, use the same range in the figures when possible to allow “by-eye” comparison. 
For instance in Figure 8. 

A consistent set of evaluation metrics is now used throughout the results Figures (Figs. 
5-11). To this end, tables with mean biases have been added for each of the validating 
datasets (Tables 4-7). The correlation is spatial and the set of evaluating metrics are 



now detailed in Section 4.1. The same ranges were used, when possible, in the figures 
to allow the “by-eye” comparison as the reviewer suggested. Whenever uniform 
scales obscured key data trends, we have retained independent scales and noted this 
clearly in the respective figure captions, specifically for Figs. 7 & 11. 

• L560: what do the uncertainties represent?  

The error bars in Figure 5 represent the observational uncertainties (e.g., analytical 
precision or standard deviation of samples) as specifically reported by the authors of 
the individual measurement campaigns included in the North African compilation. 
Because these data come from various sources (e.g., Kandler et al. (2007), Panta et al. 
(2023)), the specific methodology for calculating uncertainty varies by study; however, 
we have included them to provide the best available estimate of observational 
confidence. We have updated the text in Section 5.1.1 (line 604) and the Figure’s 5 
caption to explicitly state this. 

• L573: what do these size limitations refer to? 

This is now clearly stated on line 595. These size limitations refer to the fact that on 
the original scheme, phyllosilicates were not considered at coarser sizes.  

• L623: the Fe content of phyllosilicates different from illite, and other minerals (e.g., 
feldspar) is not considered in this study, why? Please, discuss the impact of these 
assumptions on the Fe evaluation results. (Related also to line 804 in the conclusions).  

While Fe content is accounted for illite, it is not included for smectite or feldspar. This 
decision is based on the predominant mineralogical signatures typically observed in 
long-range transported Saharan dust (Moreno et al., 2006; Scheuvens et al., 2013; 
Formenti et al., 2011, 2014). Some discussion on the impact of these assumptions on 
the Fe evaluation results has been added on lines 765-769.  

• Figure 8: Which minerals are included in the clay measurements? Are they exclusively 
illite, kaolinite, smectite? How is the mineral composition matched between model and 
observations?  

Yes, the clay minerals are exclusively Illite, kaolinite and smectite. These are the 
minerals used in the model and are selected based on common mineralogical 
assemblages observed in Saharan dust aerosols reported. 
 
 

References: 
 

Di Biagio, C., Formenti, P., Balkanski, Y., Caponi, L., Cazaunau, M., Pangui, E., Journet, E., Nowak, S., Andreae, M. 
O., Kandler, K., Saeed, T., Piketh, S., Seibert, D., Williams, E., and Doussin, J.-F.: Complex refractive indices and 
single-scattering albedo of global dust aerosols in the shortwave spectrum and relationship to size and iron 
content, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 19, 15 503–15 531, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-19-15503-2019, 
2019. 
 



Fomba, K. W., Deabji, N., Barcha, S. E. I., Ouchen, I., Elbaramoussi, E. M., El Moursli, R. C., Harnafi, M., El Hajjaji, 
S., Mellouki, A., and Herrmann, H.: Application of TXRF in monitoring trace metals in particulate matter and 
cloud water, Atmospheric Measurement Techniques, 13, 4773–4790, https://doi.org/10.5194/amt-13-4773-
2020, 2020. 
 
Formenti, P., Schütz, L., Balkanski, Y., Desboeufs, K., Ebert, M., Kandler, K., Petzold, A., Scheuvens, D., Weinbruch, 
S., and Zhang, D.: Recent progress in understanding physical and chemical properties of African and Asian 
mineral dust, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 11, 8231–8256, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-11-8231-2011, 
2011. 
 
Formenti, P., Caquineau, S., Desboeufs, K., Klaver, A., Chevaillier, S., Journet, E., and Rajot, J. L.: Mapping the 
physico-chemical properties of mineral dust in western Africa: mineralogical composition, Atmospheric 
Chemistry and Physics, 14, 10 663–10 686, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-14-10663-2014, 2014. 
 
Goncalves Ageitos, M., Obiso, V., Miller, R. L., Jorba, O., Klose, M., Dawson, M., Balkanski, Y., Perlwitz, J., Basart, 
S., Di Tomaso, E., Escribano, J., Macchia, F., Montan., G., Mahowald, N. M., Green, R. O., Thompson, D. R., and 
Pérez García-Pando, C.: Modeling dust mineralogical composition: sensitivity to soil mineralogy atlases and their 
expected climate impacts, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 23, 8623–8657, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-23-
8623-2023, 2023. 
 
Kandler, K., Benker, N., Bundke, U., Cuevas, E., Ebert, M., Knippertz, P., Rodr.guez, S., Schütz, L., and Weinbruch, 
S.: Chemical composition and complex refractive index of Saharan Mineral Dust at Iza.a, Tenerife (Spain) derived 
by electron microscopy, Atmospheric Environment, 41, 8058–8074, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2007.06.047, 2007. 
 
Moreno, T., Querol, X., Castillo, S., Alastuey, A., Cuevas, E., Herrmann, L., Mounkaila, M., Elvira, J., and Gibbons, 
W.: Geochemical variations in aeolian mineral particles from the Sahara–Sahel Dust Corridor, Chemosphere, 65, 
261–270, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2006.02.052, 2006. 
 
Panta, A., Kandler, K., Alastuey, A., González-Flórez, C., González-Romero, A., Klose, M., Querol, X., Reche, C., 
Yus-Díez, J., and Pérez García-Pando, C.: Insights into the single-particle composition, size, mixing state, and 
aspect ratio of freshly emitted mineral dust from field measurements in the Moroccan Sahara using electron 
microscopy, Atmospheric Chemistry and Physics, 23, 3861–3885, https://doi.org/10.5194/acp-23-3861-2023, 
2023. 
 
Scheuvens, D., Schütz, L., Kandler, K., Ebert, M., and Weinbruch, S.: Bulk composition of northern African dust 
and its source sediments — A compilation, Earth-Science Reviews, 116, 170–194, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earscirev.2012.08.005, 2013. 
 
Souza, E. J. D. S., Fomba, K. W., Anaya, S. G. M., Schepanski, K., Freire, S. M., MateriÅLc, D., Reemtsma, T., and 
Herrmann, H.: Particle-bound mercury in Saharan dust-loaded particulate matter in Cabo Verde, Journal of 
Hazardous Materials, 487, 137 053, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhazmat.2024.137053, 2025. 
 



Replies to the comments from anonymous referee #2 
 
We would like to start the reply by thanking the anonymous referee #2 for their constructive, 
enthusiastic and insightful review. Their detailed suggestions and feedback have significantly 
enhanced the quality of the manuscript. All the comments and insight are very much 
appreciated. We have copied the comments into this document; the comments are in Times 
New Roman blue font while our answers are in Calibri black font. Line numbers refer to the 
version of the manuscript without track changes.  
 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

This manuscript presents a scheme for obtaining mineral dust aerosol particle size distribution 
at emission (discriminated by mineral species) from given mineral-specific precursor surface 
sediment particle size distributions in the COSMO5.05-MUSCAT atmospheric model, and 
validates this scheme against aerosol observations of size-resolved mineralogy and elemental 
concentrations. 

I congratulate the authors for a very in-depth analysis that clarifies many of the difficulties in 
successfully representing size-segregated dust aerosol mineralogy in models. The problem is 
very nicely and precisely described in the introductory section. I particularly liked the dual 
validation against both aerosol mineralogy and elemental concentration observations, and the 
insights this allowed on the difficulties in representing iron in dust aerosols. 

You will see I have quite a number of recommendations for improving the manuscript. While 
many, none of my observations are substantial, with maybe one exception (see my 
recommendation below to eliminate MONARC vs. COSMO-MUSCAT comparison). Also, in 
order to speak to the community of dust researchers that do not work on models, but rather on 
experimental techniques, I would really like the authors to consider sharing their opinions in 
the conclusions section on surface sediment sampling and sieving methods to best serve dust 
modelers (see my comment below). 

Thank you so much for your positive feedback. We have followed your general suggestion 
regarding the elimination of the MONARC vs. COSMO-MUSCAT comparison.  

SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

(lines 1-2) I suggest eliminating the first sentence of the abstract, as it describes one of multiple 
observational campaigns used to validate the modeling work, and instead the next phrase 
introduces the topic more generally. The JATAC 2022 campaign is mentioned later in the 
abstract, so by eliminating the first sentence of the abstract a reference to the JATAC campaign 
is not lost. 

We have rephrased this line as to better reflect the content of the manuscript.  

(line 28) Replace "oxide bearing minerals" by "oxide-bearing minerals". 

We have changed this and all the rest of bearing minerals. 



(line 48) The silt-sand grain size boundary is usually set at 62.5 mm (e.g., Blott and Pye, 
doi:1111/j.1365-3091.2012.01335.x). Why is 50 mm used here? Is that the definition used in 
one of the the soil mineral atlas? Please, specify. 

This size division is used as it is the one used in the GMINER dataset. A clarification has been 
added in line 49.  

(line 72) Specify the type of measurements of this North African compilation. 

It has been clarified that this refers to in-situ aerosol samples in line 75.  

(lines 74-75) The phrase "JATAC offers mineral- and elemental-specific measurements" is 
confusing. Measurements or what? Do you mean measurements of elemental concentrations 
and of mineralogical composition? Are these size-resolved? Please, clarify. 

This line has changed to better reflect the nature of measurements, as size-resolved 
mineralogical and elemental mass concentrations from in-situ aerosol samples (line 78). 

(line 103) By "anthropogenic aerosols" do you mean biomass burning aerosols from man-made 
fires? Please, specify, as "anthropogenic aerosols" could also be understood as aerosols emitted 
from industrial activities. 

We did mean biomass burning aerosols. Nonetheless, all this section has been removed as 
per suggestion of anonymous referee #1.  

(line 144) For clarity, specify the range of possible values of feff. Is it a scalar from 0 to 1? Also, 
please clarify if Uts* > Ut* or if Uts* < Ut*. 

Indeed, feff can have values between 0 to 1, and more descriptive sentences have been added 
to clarify the interactions between the defined surface friction velocities (lines 121-144). 

(lines 146-148) How is Uts* derived from COSMO's 10-m wind speed? Can you provide an 
equation or at least expand a bit the explanation in words? 

The explanation on how U* is derived from COSMO’s 10-m wind speed has been added in 
Equation 3 (lines 134-136). 

(line 155) You used "Dp" for particle diameter previously, so I would replace "Dpi" by "Dp" 
here. 

The structure of these sentences has changed but we aimed at maintaining consistency with 
the variables throughout (lines 148-158). 

(line 157) Replace "Because threshold" for "Because the threshold". 

Done (line 146). 

(line 158) Add "mass" in "the soil particle mass size distribution (PSD)". 



Done (line 147).  

(lines 206-207) What is the thickness of the uppermost ERA5-Land soil layer? This is an 
important parameter to mention here. 

We have added the 7 cm thickness layer detail in line 356. 

(lines 216-217) This sentence on phosphorous seems arbitrary here, as this is not relevant for 
the topic of this manuscript. Phosphorous is not described in terms of results, neither are the 
measurements including phosphorous. I recommend eliminating this sentence. 

We agree and have consequently removed that sentence.  

(lines 222) Here it is the first time that it is mentioned what minerals are part of the 
"phyllosilicates". However, the term "phyllosilicates" appears twice before (including in the 
abstract). Instead of clarifying it here, do it in the abstract and upon first appearance in the main 
text. 

Thank you for pointing out this inconsistency, we have now defined the term the first time it 
appears.  

(line 241) Figure 1 should be Figure 2, and viceversa, based on the first mention of each figure 
in the text. 

We have changed the order of the figures accordingly.  

(lines 251-253 and caption of Figure 1) Where does the measurement of the total mass PSD 
come from? It doesn't come from GMINER, right, as GMINER only compiles PSD's within 
the clay-silt size ranges? Is it instead coming from a separately collected soil sample? If so, add 
info on the sample. Please, clarify in the text and in the caption. 

The total mass PSD comes from the SoilGrids database. This has been added to Figure’s 2 
caption.  

(caption to Figure 1) Replace "Gómez Maqueo Anaya, Sofía (2025)" by "Gómez Maqueo 
Anaya et al. (2025)". 

The reference has been formatted accordingly.  

(lines 275-276) This phrase is confusing. Do you mean that Ds corresponds to what parameter 
specifically of the wet-sieved soil PSD? It is confusing because the wet-sieved soil PSD is a 
curve that describes how the mass is distributed across particle sizes, while Ds is a scalar. 
Please, be more explicit on how Ds relates to the wet-sieved soil PSD. 

We agree that the previous phrasing was ambiguous. We have revised the text (lines 208-
216) to clarify that Ds does not correspond to a single scalar parameter of the wet-sieved PSD, 
but rather that the wet-sieved PSD represents the population of 'indivisible' primary particles 
(Ds ) that are released during fragmentation. In this context, Ds  marks the scale where the 



fragmentation theory transitions from describing the breakdown of aggregates to describing 
the release of primary, cohesive minerals. 
 
(line 314) What does this M represent? Mathematically, it looks like k is a natural number that 
goes from 1 to the number of minerals. I would either describe this, or directly eliminate the 
use of M here (just leave "the mass fraction of each mineral k in..."). 
 
We have changed the notation accordingly (line 253).  

(Figure 2) I highly recommend to add the percentage of each fraction of the pie charts, for more 
direct visual identification of these fractions. 

We have applied your suggested modifications to the figure.  

(equation 9 and 12) I recommend replacing "k e M" by "k = 1" in the bottom of the sum symbol, 
and "8" at the top of the sum symbol. 

Done (line 257, 268, 278 and 280). 

(line 324) Replace "The combined mineral mass" by "The combined soil mineral mass". 

Done (line 264). 

(line 327) Replace "total mineral mass" by "total soil mineral mass". 

Done (line 267). 

(line 329) Replace "formulation, mineral" by "formulation, soil mineral". 

Done (line 269). 

(line 333) With respect to "in the clay and silt categories": but based on Table 1, the aerosol 
bins are five rather than just two. Clarify. 

We have clarified that this size categories refer to those of the SMA, and not the model’s size 
categories (line 273). 

(line 341) With respect to "size classes": are these the five bins described in Table 1? Clarify. 

Please refer to previous answer.  

(line 345) By "fully dispersed" soil, do you mean the wet-sieved soil? Is a wet-sieved soil fully 
dispersed? Or by "fully dispersed" soil you mean a conceptual (not achievable 
methodologically) PSD of a hypothetic fully dispersed soil? 

By "fully dispersed" soil, we refer to the theoretical state in which all soil aggregates are 
completely dissociated into their primary, indivisible mineral grains. This state represents the 
physical baseline for the BFT.  



(line 348) Replace "present in the silt-sized range" by "present in the soil in the silt-sized 
range". 

Done (line 290). 

(line 349) Not clear. If what is emitted as aerosol are these clay-sized fragments, they would 
be emitted as clay-sized aerosols (not silt-sized). Shouldn't it be "fragments of silt-sized 
particles...". Please, clarify. 

We have replaced "fragments of clay-sized particles" with "primary clay minerals emitted 
within silt-sized aggregates"  (Line 291). This clarifies that we are not suggesting clay particles 
break into even smaller pieces, but rather that primary clay minerals (as defined in the 
GMINER database) are often emitted as components of larger silt-sized aggregates during the 
physical emission process. 

(line 386) Change sub-title to "Compilation of North Africa aerosol mineralogical 
measurements". 

Done (line 485).  

(line 388) "in-situ aerosol mineralogical measurements". 

Done (line 487).  

(lines 389-391) It is not clear to me why for this first model-observation comparison you choose 
to select time windows from short- and long-term monitoring programs that specifically fall 
within the DUSTRISK 2022 campaign period. Why wasn't a different simulation run for the 
full length of each of the monitoring programs in the compilation? One reason may be that each 
simulation is too computationally expensive, and so it is preferable to, as you did, run one 
single simulation with a given simulation time period, and then sub-sample data from the 
campaigns to coincide with this period. Are the simulations really that expensive to warrant 
this? If so, why was the time window of the DUSTRISK 2022 campaign selected? Wouldn't it 
be preferable to choose a period that is as long as possible while still falling within as many of 
these campaign as possible? In any case, please explain in the text the motivation for these 
choices in methodology. 

The selection of the DUSTRISK 2022 simulations was done to allow for a direct, controlled 
comparison between mineralogy schemes, which results are previously published, by keeping 
all other variables constant. While we acknowledge the potential value of a more extensive 
simulation period, the current scope was limited by the significant temporal gaps within the 
dataset and available computational resources. We have added this justification in line 489.  

(line 394) Does this mean including summer and non-summer months? But weren't winter 
months filtered for? 

We have clarified in the text that only measurements representative of Northern Hemispheric 
winter months were retained (line 496).  

(line 396) Cite the Zenodo DOI. 



Done (line 529). 

(lines 439-443) What about potential contamination from local dust emissions (from the 
island)? Can you say something about this possibility? Were local soils sampled and analyzed 
to evaluate this possibility? 

We have revised the text (lines 417-425) to address the potential for local contamination. The 
inflow site, situated on the coast of Praia, is strategically positioned to face the prevailing 
northeast trade winds, ensuring that air masses are intercepted before they pass over the city 
or the island's interior. While we acknowledge that minor urban anthropogenic influences 
may persist, the upwind orientation effectively minimizes the contribution of local island soils 
to the mineralogical signal, making it the most suitable site for validating long-range Saharan 
dust transport.  
Furthermore, studies on the neighboring São Vicente Island have documented the dominance 
of strong northeast trade winds (Carpenter et al., 2010; Fomba et al., 2014; 2025), a 
meteorological regime shared by Santiago Island. Consequently, the coastal inflow site is 
considered largely free from local dust resuspension, primarily representing long-range 
transport from the African continent. Conversely, while local sources may have contributed 
to the dust budget at the outflow site this was not specifically evaluated. However, previous 
research suggests that local dust typically accounts for less than 5% of the total mass in this 
region (Cardoso et al., 2018). 

(lines 471-472) Why is 38 mg m-3 chosen as a threshold? Also, please explain how dust is 
quantified (at least the small version, citing Souza et al. (2025) for the details).  

The 38 µg/m³ threshold is based on long-term time series analysis of baseline concentrations 
at the CVAO, during which the visibility is strongly impaired and PM mass concentrations are 
often above 80 µg/m³. PM concentrations above this threshold are often dominated 
concentrations of crustal elements such as Al, Fe, Ti, nns-Ca (non-sea salt Ca).  The mineral 
dust or crustal matter contribution is quantified by applying established chemical 
stoichiometric relationship of these elements in the soil . As given in Deabji et al., (2021), 
Souza et al., (2025), the quantification follows MD = 1.16 × ((1.90 × Al) + (23.3 × Ca) + (2.09 × 
Fe) + (1.67 × Ti)). Text updated in lines 445-453. 

(lines 538-556 and Figure 4) It is not clear why the MONARCH vs. COSMO-MUSCAT 
comparison is done. I believe these are different model architectures, and the soil mineralogy 
compilations used are also different, so it is not clear if a comparison here can provide useful 
insights (many potential contributions from different processes to model output differences). 
Also, the authors do not come back to discussing this comparison later in the manuscript. I 
suggest eliminating this analysis (including eliminating panels a and b from Figure 4). 

As the reviewer correctly points out, this model has different architectures and size 
resolutions. The analysis has been removed from the manuscript even though the COSMO-
MUSCAT derived mineral mass PSD after the suggested redistribution for the same soil type 
remains as a figure in the Appendix.  

(lines 557-558) Do you mean that a "modified"-approach simulation was conducted for the 
time period coinciding with the DUSTRISK 2022 campaign? Please, clarify. 



Yes, precisely. For clarity we have added Table 2 with the simulations performed and their 
differences. 

(Figure 4) I suggest eliminating panels a and b (see my previous comment). Also, One single 
legend with minerals is needed. Add y-axis label. The caption needs to specify the location 
with respect to the source of the aerosol output. Is it right after emission? 

We have removed the panels and added the required information into the figure caption.  

(line 562) Please, add a couple more sentences explaining the differences between the two 
simulations. 

Table 2 and its subsequent presentation contain more information regarding the differences 
between the two simulations which consist basically on a difference in the treatment of the 
soil mineral descriptions as given by GMINER. As well as modifications in lines 597-600. 

(lines 562-563) This is confusing. Do you mean that compared to observations, the modified 
model predicts higher (lower) mass fractions for illite and kaolinite (quartz)? If this is the case, 
this is actually true for illite, but not for kaolinite and quartz. Or instead, are you comparing 
models? If so, why do you write "bulk measurements" (measurements = observations). 

This has been rephrased (now line 601), many thanks for pointing this issue out. We mean 
that because the modified scheme redistributes mineral across modeled size bins at different 
rates, it ultimately yields higher mass fractions for phyllosilicates and lower mass fractions for 
quartz. 

(lines 564-565) But where are the simulation output and observations shown for the clay-size 
fraction? Isn't Figure 5 the "bulk" quantity (i.e., mass fractions integrated with respect to 
particle size)? 

We have now explicitly added a paragraph explaining how the sizes are reconciled between 
the observations and the measurements between lines 534 and 541. 

(lines 572-573) What do you mean by size limitations? Be explicit. 

We have deleted this sentence. 

(line 576) "Feldspar shows little change in model-observation correlation between the two 
modeling approaches". 

The wording has changed on line 616. 

(line 577) "in the "modified" scheme with respect to the original scheme". 

The wording has changed on line 621. 

(lines 596-597) Cannot point measurements falling within a model grid cell be averaged for 
better comparisons against model output? 



Yes, while that can be done, there are no measurement points that fall within the same grid 
cell at the same time of the measurement. We have refined the discussion for that results 
section on line 639 to better emphasize these challenges regarding the scale mismatch 
between point measurements and 28 km grid-cell averages. 

(caption in Figure 6) Eliminate "are" in "The error bars are represent". 

Done. 

(lines 610-615) Prior to the second sentence in this paragraph, I suggest stating that both model 
approaches cannot represent the variability in observed variability in elemental concentrations. 
In fact, this is relevant to this full section. This model underrepresentation is quite marked. 

We agree with this suggestion and consequently have added a paragraph before the 
elemental concentrations’ evaluation on lines 733-739 on the subsection 5.2. 

(line 611) Replace "silicate" by "silicon". 

Done in this instance and following similar instances, e.g., line 741. 

(lines 613-615) Isn't there a blank measurement of silicon concentration? 

Indeed, blank measurements were conducted for both filters and TXRF sample carriers. 
However, due to inherent variability in filter density and surface reflectance of the carriers, 
blank values were inconsistent across samples. This made reproducible blank subtraction 
impossible, and consequently Si concentrations could not be quantified with sufficient 
certainty. Given these uncertainties, we determined that Si could not provide reliable or 
meaningful information for the model-measurement comparison. We have therefore 
removed Si from the comparison and added an explanation in line 441. 

(line 617) Call Figure 6 at the end of the first sentence of this paragraph. 

This paragraph has disappeared on the current version of the manuscript. 

(lines 617-618) Where is this shown (what figure)? 

This is now shown on Table 7. 

(lines 618-619) Where is this shown (what figure)? 

Shown on Table 7 as well. 

(line 621) Call Figure 6 at the end of the first sentence of this paragraph. 

Done (line 831). 

(lines 621-623) I would lower the emphasis here, that is, in line 622, I would eliminate 
"sharply" and replace "reasonable" with "comparatively better". 



We agree and have changed it correspondingly (line 836).  

(line 625) Again, I would replace "adequate" with "comparatively better" to be more objective. 

This sentence disappears under the current version of the manuscript.  

(line 629) Call Figure 6 after "in both schemes". 

Done (line 844). 

(line 630) Call Figure 5. 

Done (line 846). 

(line 634) "clay-sized particles". 

The wording has changed found between lines 850-857. 

(Figure 6 and Figure 7) Can these figures be combined into a single figure and still be readable? 
If so, I recommend doing so. 

We did, thank you for the suggestion, now Fig. 11.  

(line 639) Call Figure 7 at the end of the first sentence of this paragraph. 

Done (line 866). 

(lines 665) In order to avoid confusion between the use of clay for size and for elements (clay 
= phyllosilicates), I recommend replacing "clay minerals" and "silt minerals" here for the actual 
minerals. 

We changed the nomenclature on this and the following instances, e.g., line 646. 

(line 672) By how much does the "original" model underestimate phyllosilicates? 

This is now better exemplified by Table 5, which is reporting mean biases between observed 
and simulated mineral mass content.  

(line 677) Replace "underestimates" by "underestimating". 

This has changed since the mineralogy content reported is from an updated classification 
scheme. Nevertheless, we have the changed the wording from “underestimates” to 
“underestimating” when appropriate.  

(caption of Figure 9) I recommend not using the term "silt minerals". Rather, specify the 
minerals. 

We agreed and have changed it accordingly, see Fig.7. 



(lines 704 and 708) Replace "silicone" by "silicon". 

Done. 

(line 736) I do not see that dramatic improvement for BIN01. 

This is correct and the changes are now better quantified by the added mean biases on Table 
6. 

(line 739) I do not see that increased underestimation for BIN26. 

This is true as well, and we have changed the wording for the potassium comparison 
paragraph found between lines 785-794. 

(line 749) Call Figure 12 after ""original" and "modified" approaches". 

Now Table 6 is called in line 796. 

(Figure 12) Why aren't the original model values included for Mg for BIN09 and BIN26, and 
for S for BIN01? 

The original scheme produces no values for Mg and S in these size fractions. This is because 
illite, the only Mg-bearing simulated mineral, is restricted to BIN01 and BIN03 therefore there 
are no Mg values for the coarser size bins. Similarly, S values are absent in BIN01 because 
gypsum, the only S-bearing simulated mineral, has no description for that size category in the 
original scheme. 

(line 756) "comparison (Figure 12) mirroring". 

The wording has changed in line 804. 

(line 787) "compilation of aerosol measurements". 

Done (line 906). 

(line 794) "Validation with in-situ elemental concentration-based, mineral-like measurements". 

Done (line 905). 

(line 818) Why are these two mineral phases particularly ill-represented in SMAs? For gypsum, 
is it due to its high water solubility and the fact that water sieving is usually used? And for 
calcite? Can you make a recommendation in this section on how to measure soil PSD? And 
what about soil sampling methods? (in both cases, for the objective of improving dust 
representation in models). 

Indeed, it is related to with the water solubility and the wet-sieving methodology. We have 
added sentences to this aspect (line 944). 



With regards to what would be needed from a soil’s PSD characterization with the objective 
of improving the model, we have emphasized in the text that a more complete database is 
needed, specifically regarding missing mineral phases and their clay-silt-sand fractioning (line 
969). Based on our experience and finding from related projects (e.g., the FRAGMENT project; 
González-Romero et al., (2023)), soil’s PSD measurements face the primary challenge of 
dispersion, as any technique used inevitably alters the sample. The closest mimic of the 
physical process of dust emission through the saltation and sandblasting processes involves 
the lab-based dust generators (e.g., GAMEL) coupled with rapid measurement techniques like 
APS or OPCs; this provides a more realistic PSD than traditional static wet-sieving or 
sedimentation.  

Whenever possible, in-situ PSD measurements during actual emission events would be ideal. 
Giving the complexity and inherent trade-offs of the soil PSD measurement methodology, we 
feel that adding a brief recommendation in the manuscript might oversimplify a nuanced 
technical issue. 
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