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Review of acp-2021-108 Air-sea exchange of acetone, acetaldehyde, DMS and isoprene at
a UK coastal sit by Phillips et al.

This manuscript reports the air-sea fluxes of several short-lived trace gases computed
using the bulk method and measured with the eddy covariance technique. The
measurements are performed from a fixed point and values from two wind sectors,
representing open waters and estuary waters, are reported. The authors compare the
fluxes derived using the two methods with each other and with those previous estimates
(including from models). They also compute the gas transfer velocities and compare to
open ocean values. The results are robust and the manuscript well written. I recommend
accepting the manuscript after the following minor revisions are adequately addressed.

Specific comments:

Line 134 – I think this table should be A1 and not A3.

Lines 156-157 – How does this method compare to computing the covariance directly over
a one-hour time period?

Paragraph starting at line 189 – It seems that it would be simpler to use the buoy winds
for the TL calculations. Was this correction done so that the fluxes from the two wind
sectors were computed using the same corrected winds?

Line 242 – table not specified



Line 265 – typo: observation should be observations

Paragraphs starting on line 334 and 345 – could there be any influence from vertical
gradients in the directly measured fluxes? Did the authors consider that?

Line 345 – please add the units of the flux in parentheses

Lines 378-379 – The fluxes computed in Booge et al. (2016, supplement) should be used
instead of Palmer and Shaw.

Appendix A – Twice the tables are not specified.

Figure 7 – The caption and the legends are bit difficult to reconcile with each other. The
black lines described for b are also in c, correct? Or which black lines are meant exactly?

Table 2 – It is stated in the text that the EC didn’t work for isoprene (lines 226-229), yet it
is reported in the table. Why?

Table A1 – H2O mass flow controller should say H2O mass flow; what is meant by source
valve %?

Table A3 – caption typo: should say for or in calculations; perhaps would be better to
state in the caption what the parameters are instead of only showing H and V, etc.
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