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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Calculated data with the model OPAC 4.0 were compared and validated with an 11 
years data record (average Angstrom exponent and average extinction coefficient) 
from MEERA-2 model which is based on satellite observation data. The comparison 
results are described but there are no conclusions from these results for e. g. input 
data of these models as completion of standard desert aerosol data etc. 
The paper addresses relevant scientific questions within the scope of the journal. 
The scientific methods and assumptions are not well described and outlined so that 
substantial conclusions and interpretations are open. 
The description of experiments and analyses is not complete and precise to allow 
their reproduction by fellow scientists: the data sources of both models are not 
described. 
The quality and information of the figures and tables are fine. But the captures are 
incomplete to understand the information of figures and tables without reading the 
manuscript. 
The title reflects the whole content of the paper. The abstract is incomplete because 
any information about input data is missing. 
The overall presentation is well structured but incomplete: input information and 
conclusions from the presented results are missing, it is not clearly figured out what 
is new in this work in comparison to the available literature in this topic. The 
language must be improved very much in detail. 
The mathematical symbols, abbreviations, and units are generally correctly defined 
and used. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I think a brief explanation about the data source was given in the materials 
and method section. The paper will be bulky if we go into details about the 
software and the models used. However, theoretical frame work section is 
incorporated. 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
Why the results of OPAC 4.0 do not show a monthly variation? 
A lot of references are incomplete: journal titles and doi-numbers are missing. 

 
The dataset gives the microphysical and optical properties for six kinds of 
water clouds, three ice mists, and 10 aerosols components. the data is 
accessible at 61 wavelengths in the range of 0.25 and 40 μm for aerosols and 
clouds, and at 67 wavelengths in the range of 0.28 and 40 μm for ice clouds. 

The information is given for each case for 1 molecule cm−3which portrays the 
compelling properties of the combination of all particles in the size distribution. 
Going by the information given above, it can be understood that OPAC does 
not incorporate date or months while forming the software package.   

Optional/General comments 
 

 
A lot of shortcomings of the paper, mainly in discussion and conclusion of the results, 
reduce the value of this scientific work. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
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