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This paper is of potential scientific interest and within the scope of ACP since it presents
new results on gaseous and particulate amines in China’s marginal sea atmosphere.

However, the paper is not easy to read and would benefit from being carefully edited in
English.

I would add a table with at least five columns the name of the campaigns or E-periods
mentioned in the manuscript, the date and rough location, the average concentration of
amines and their potential sources. This will facilitate following the discussion.

In addition, there are conclusions by the authors on the sources of various amines but it
remains unclear how these have been reached. On this point, back trajectory analysis
could support conclusions on amines origin.

I suggest that the authors address these major concerns and perform the required
corrections/rephrasing before a decision is made on this manuscript.

 

Specific comments:



Line 17, line 123, 162 and at many other places in the text with similar syntax: ‘on
December 27,2016 – January 6, 2021’ I suggest changing to ‘from December 27, 2016 to
January 6, 2021

Line 18: of gas phase atmospheric trimethylamine (TMAgas)

Line 21: during the period from 7 to 16 January

Line 22: from 9 to 22 December

Line 24: than the 0.28 …. observed over the Yellow Sea

Line 26: correlation was found over …

Line 30: I suggest removing ‘also’

Line 48: cause

Line 86: short-lived

Line 89: are here referred to… respectively.

Lines 85-97: could you provide information on the duration of each sampling ?

line 107: samples were found to reach …

Line 136: it remains unclear to me how this conclusion has been reached

Line 152: from 15:00 on December 16 to 01:00 on December 19…



Line 158,159: could the authors explain what they mean with ‘ actual time emission
potentials’ ?

Line 163: do you mean ‘East China Sea’ ?

Line 171: was detected

Line 183: TMAgas, respectively.

Line 199: was observed from 27 to 30 December

Lines 226-229: can you say more about the outliers? Is it possible you lose important
information by subtracting them ?

Figure 3: Figure description: explain the inner frame in panel (a). Also in panel (c) move
2nd regression higher to avoid overlapping with open circles.

Line 234: clearly explain what you mean by ‘secondary regression equation’

Lines 236-245: This part of the discussion is not clearly written. Please rephrase to clearly
explain how you reach the conclusions.

Line 240: ‘values’ of which amine ?

Line 249: why ‘net’ ?

Line 250: due to primary emissions

Line 253: remove ‘in contrast’



Line 256: please add a reference

Line 266: started at 23:00 on December 27 and ended at 13:00 on December 30

Line 268: use same syntax as above

Line 271: primary TMAH+ present in PM2.5

Line 271-274: please rephrase the sentence

Line 276: true for all observations …

Line 281: during E-periods…

Lines 312-313: please rephrase

Line 334: provide equation

Lines 347, 349: spell out to which ratios do you refer?

Line 350: from … to …
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