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I found the manuscript interesting, and the method has high potential value, and the topic
is appropriate for ACP. However, I have three major concerns:

As the number of different ways of analyzing and identifying these events grows, so
does the confusion of which one should be used. When presenting a new method,
therefore, it would be good to have a comparison to other automated methods. Some
methods are cited, but no comparisons are given, and therefore it is impossible to know
which method to choose. I would very much like to see a an intercomparison between
other similar automated methods. If this is not presented, this paper will just be
another in a list of methods, and the user has no information on which one to use. Also,
one method that is missing is Heintzenberg et al., 2007, doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0889.2007.00249.x There may also be others.
The actual phenomenon that is occurring is particle formation and growth in the
atmosphere over a period over several hours, which is detectable by using a specific
instrumentation and plotting this in a specific way. For example, the ‘banana’ images
are a result of plotting the data in a specific way, which includes using a specific
colormap with the logarithm of the log-normalized concentration density, which seems
to be also hard-capped at some concentrations (1e4 in this case, based on the figures).
For some situations, for example, the number concentration function value may well
exceed the capping value, which changes the figure a lot. (Examples could be polluted
megacities where even background concentrations can exceed 1e Also, some authors in
the literature have used linear number distribution function values for plotting, and in
these cases different features are highlighted. If, as I understand, this paper is very
much focusing on analysing images instead of the actual data, then the various choices
made in the image processing should be justified, and a section analysing the
sensitivity of the model to this should be added. The authors note that the model is not
sensitive to some image features such as aspect ratios, but from the text it is
impossible to see whether other transformations (changes in colorscales, log/linear
plotting, etc) affect the outcome. Of course, it would be highly interesting to do a
double study, where the effect of such choices is studied on the human decision-making
– here I think the automatic method could actually shine. But this might be outside of
the scope of the study.
There is no discussion on whether the growth rates given by either method are related



to the actual growth rate of the particles. There are different method for determining
the growth rate (e.g. mode method, appearance time method etc.) as noted by the
authors. These have specific physical meanings and their biases are at least to some
extent known. The GR given by the present method seems to be just the maximum
concentration method, which has some problems (for example, an aerosol that has the
maximum inside a rather wide instrumental size bin will appear not to grow), I think
that the authors should add discussion on the applicability of the results to estimate the
actual physical parameters.  

I really think that these aspects should be addressed in the revision of the manuscript,
and this will require additional work by the authors. With these revisions I would
recommend publication in ACP. Otherwise, maybe a journal focusing on computer codes
could be more appropriate.

In addition to these major comments, I have some specific minor comments:

Last sentence of the abstract: What is meant by more consistent results? How is this
defined? Consistent with what? If the results are consistent with manual results, how
can they then be more consistent? This should be defined and clarified.
line 212: “However, the histograms of the start times and end times determined by
different methods show similar shapes (Fig. 8), illustrating the validity of the automatic
method.” Is the similarity of a histogram enough to validate the method? I think direct
intercomparison of earlier data , and looking at the point-by-point difference would give
a more robust way of looking at whether there is a bias or other error.
Figure 6: As one comparison is between traditional and automatic methods, could the
GR given by the traditional methods be added to the figure too?

 

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

http://www.tcpdf.org

